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FOREWORD

AThe | and is the chief; man is its ser
He alii ka aina; he kauwa ke kanaka

| grew up in Tonga, in the vastness of the Pacific. Growing uglamder insti

deep respect for our lands and our oceans. It ifdélama,meaning taking care,
protecting. Our elders and those before them knew that we need to care for our
lands and oceans because, in turn, they will care for us.

Islanders, indeedyere among the first peoples to raise the alarm on the

impending climate threat as far back as 1990, resulting in the 1994 Barbados
Conference. Three decades ago!

As noted elsewhere in these pages, the landmass ofsmalyisland developin§tates (SIDSare

barely above sea level. For too many islanders, extreme flooding, increasing hurricanes and the loss
of lands salinated by the seeenow daily reality.

Climate change is not fiction but fact. And it knows no boundaries. SIDS have hardly contidbuted
global emissionsand yet they bear among its heaviest consequences.

Many see SIDS as slices of heawefith blue skies, blue oceareydwarm and friendly people. Yet

SIDS are vulnerable habitats of fragile biodiversity; small lautsounded by large oceans. They

are geographically isolated with limited opportunities for economic diversification and small private
sectors.

The set of challenges to be managed by these small governments is very big indeed.

But being an islander also ams being strong. Being an islander means being resilient. Being an
islander means knowing you need to live in harmony with nature, lest it turns against you.
Disaster preparedness, disaster management, mitigation, resilience baitdingss and damage
compensation have |l ong been on the agenda of
feature of the | ocal communitiesd responses.
Yet, with all this determination, with all the bravery shown, SIDS now need fast, adequate and
tailored support to fighthe climate threat.

The time for actionwasyesterday Since the first Rio Conference in 1992 we have let almost three
decades slip by. We cannot now waitil 2050, when the Paris Accord will hopefully be achieved.
We cannot waitintil 2030 when globatemperatures are projected to have increased Bg.1V%e
cannot even wait for 202When the Conference of the Parties may or may not resume.

The time for action was yesterday.

This is why it is very timely that the Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) kasaed closely if the
Green Climate Fund (GCF) is-fior-purpose to support climate actions in SIDS. Because of the
urgency of the situation it is time for us all to ask ourselves a key queStafd the current

approach be improved and if so, how?

| thank the IEU and the GCF for dedicating time and resources to produce this important document
and | hope for accelerated implementation of the findings. In doing so, the Fund will contribute
significantly to more effective, sustainable and impactfukéasce to island states in their

unwavering commitment to fight the climate change war.

| also hope that the report marks a turning point in how SIDS and the GCF collaborate.

Let this repori and Malama guide us to take care of and protect our landwep will care for us,

our children and generations to come.

Thank you.

Fekitamoeloa Katoa 6Utoi kamanu

High Representative for the United Nations Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing
Countries and Small Island Developing States
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INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GREEN CLIMATE
FUND'S NVESTMENTS IN SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES
Final reporfi Executive Summary

A. INTRODUCTION

1. MANDATE

This evaluation was approved by the Boafdhe Green Climate Fund (GC&) its twentyfourth

meeting through decision B.24/0énda s part of the Independent Eva
Work Plan. The evaluation focusessmall islanddevelopng States(SIDS), some of which are

least developed countriésDCs), African States or both. This evaluation is part of a concerted

effort bythe IEU to examine the relevance and effectiveness @ id- §irategy and investments

in countries most vulnerable to the effects of climate change.

2. CONTEXT: SIDSAND THE GCF

SIDS are exceptionally diverse. Y&IDS are highly vulnerable to the effect of climate changé

due to geophysical constrair#sdtheir small size, geographic dispersion, susceptibility to natural
disasters, heavy reliance on imported fossil fuels, limited private sector opportunities, weak
institutionsandfragile ecosystem&Consequently, SIDS face numerous climate impacts, including

rising temperatures, changing precipitation patterns, flooding, drought, reduced availability of
freshwater resources, sea level aselcoral reef decline. Most SIDS expect to face food aatkw

insecurity as water becomes scarcer, ocean and land food resources continue to degrade, populations
continue to grow, and energy and food prices incré@abese vulnerabilities are being exacerbated

by the currentCOVIEL 9 cr i si s, a sare Spebidpsersitve to glabal @snomic

shocks.

In the context of climate finance, SiD@verepeatedly called for prioritized international support
for adaptation and mitigation activities and have echoed the importance of climate aid as key to their
overall development.

3. SCOPE AND METHODS

Scope:This evaluation serves both learning and accountability functions. It was structured around
four key themes related to (1) the relevance of the GCF business model to the needs and urgency of
climate action ir5IDS; (2) the relevance of the GCF portfolio to the needs and urgency of climate
action in SIDS; (3) the effectiveness of the GCF in delivering results through the implementation of
GCFKfunded projects and programmes; and (4) the complementarity androzhefeGCF

activities with other climate finance delivery channels. The themes of private sector engagement and
innovation in SIDS received special attention as eocossng themes in this evaluation.

Methodology: The evaluation team used a mixed methamsroach, employing both qualitative

and quantitative data and nbagsedfindings, dorelusiommti or m t h
recommendations. Specific data sources and methods included an extensive document and literature
review, portfolio analyss of data collected by the IEU Datal,dkey informant interviews, an

online survey administered to key stakeholder groups, a tool for AEsasseks innovations in

their GCFfunded projects, benchmarking and me&mnalysis exercise, six purposivelglected

country case studies,anady nt hesi s of the eight SI DS case st

1 Nurse et al, 20140ppenheimer et al., 2019.

2UNFCCC, 2005; Nurse et al, 2014.

31PCC, 2018a.

4The IEU DatalLab consists of a team of IEU personnel dedicated to collecting and processing quantitative and qualitative
information about the GCF.
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Limitations: This evaluation was launched at the end of February 2020, when the €QVID
pandemic was reaching its peak in South Korea andhstaottake hold in many other countries
around the world. As a result, the country case studies and nearly all interviews for this evaluation
were undertaken remotely. The evaluation was also limited by the early maturity dtiGdz

projects in SIDS ahgeneral limitations of mixed methods related to generalizability.

It is important to clarify that this is a sydortfolio evaluation. The findings and recommendations
are relevant to SIDS, but they do not prejudice other vulnerable countries, inchelinlp€s and
African States. Indeed, many findings may be considered generally valid for otheoriotios of
the GCF and will be explored in subsequent evaluations approved by the GCF Board.

B. KEY FINDINGS

1. FACTORS FOR EFFECTIVE CLIMATE FINANCE IN SIDS

Theevaluation team identifiefive factors that are critical to considering climate finance for

SIDS andthatprovided an important framing for the evaluation. These factors emerged from the
literature review of about 30 papers from geerreviewed and grey literature on climate
interventions in SIDS,ame@anal ysi s of ot her international an
in SIDS, and extensive interviews with experts, practitioners and stakeholders conducted for this
evaluationThese factors are urgency of climate action, the importance of adaptation, capacity
constraints, high transaction/operational costs and the need for flexibility.

2. RELEVANCE OF GCF GUIDANCE , FRAMEWORKS AND POLICIES FOR SIDS

Flexibility of policies. The evalation team found that discussgoon GCF policies and frameworks
make specific mention of the consideration of SIDS and refer to capacity needs. Flexibility is less
frequently mentioned and is requiriedthe interpretation and application of GCF polidizsiccount

for the specific circumstances of SIDS. However, the absence of guidance on what flexibility means
in practice translates into a risk of misinterpretation or misapplication.

Relevance of policiesLack of Boardapproved policies on critical isss is also reported to have
inhibited project development in SIDS. Half of the policies that are of most concern and interest to
SIDST including incremental costs, concessionalityfioancingandprogrammatic approadhare

yet to be approved by the Boa In particular, lack of clear policy guidance on the programmatic
approach is holding back AEs from developing such prograsior SIDS.

Responsiveness to @ference of the Parties (COPYyuidance.The GCF has responded to SIDS

specific COP guidancewhich relates in particular to private sector engagement, simplified and

efficient access, and readiness and accreditatimrt the outcomes of those actions have only been
partially effective. Further engagm®mme@nt is al s
financing activities related to loss and damage, which is of keen interest to SIDS.

3. ACCREDITATION AND ACCESSFOR SIDS

National accessAccess tmationaldirect access entities (DAEis)extremely limited in SIDS. Just
4 of 40 SIDS have a nationBIAE. Less than half of SIDE and only a third of LDC SID$ have
nominated a national DAE. National entities nominated in SIDS have struggled to prepare and
submit accreditation applications due to insufficient human resource capacity.
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Regional accessRegional DAEs cover most SIDS and are often the preferred AEs for SIDS.

However, many regional DAEs are overwhelmed with requests for lmatiRess and Preparatory

Support Programme (RPS&)d pipeline development relative to their staff capacity. Sogienal

DAEs work with up to 14 GCieligible SIDS yethavefewerthan five stafimembersin addition,

SI DS face the Iimitations of regional DAEs® ac
in the Pacific is accredited for dending.

International accesslnternational accredited entities (IAEe seen by some as an option to

support immediate access to GCF finance while SIDS develop capacity for direct access. But staff
from many IAEs report being disincentivized by what they perceive asrigaction costs when
working with the GCF to pursube smallsized projects often associated with SIDS. Some
respondents from NDAs mentioned difficulties in finding an IAE willing to carry forward a national
priority project.

Capacity as a barrier to accessNhile the accreditation process is perceived as too long, it is not

the chief challenge SIDS face in accessing the GCF; instead, it is a lack of capacity to prepare GCF
funding proposals.

The RPSP is not currently systenwlly and efficiently bridging the gap between the capacities
strengthened through accreditation and the capacities needed to prepare and implement a GCF
funded project. DAEs in SIDS are experiencing long gaps between Board accreditation and the
approval 6 postaccreditation RPSP support. Regional DAESs in the Pacific also report challenges in
accessing RPSP support to build their capacity.

4. THE G C FS®ORTFOLIO IN SIDS

The Governing InstrumeniGl) of the GCF recognizes the urgency and seriousness of climate
change and provides that the Fund will consider the needs of particularly vulnerable countries.

SIDS approved portfolio. Since the launch of the GCF, the Board has approved 29 projects that
include SIDS, for a total of USD 818 million. This representsasonable proportion of total
approved finance, in consideration of papita representation. However, substantially less co
finance has been catalysed for SIDS compared te5iD&. Ten SIDS do not yet have projects with
the GCF.

Adaptation finance. More than half of GCF resources approved for SIDS are for adaptation
projects, consistent with the guidance in®leSIDS have received considerably more of their GCF
and cefinancing via grants compared to RBIDS, which is suitable considering the reunt

adaptation focus as well as Si@&iInerability and debt sustainability issues. However, innovative
and flexible approaches in financing, including guarantees and othe&lebofinancial instruments,
are key but not yet employed by SIDS. This is der®d a missed opportunity.

Processes and modalited he GCFO&6s pr o) e c(PAPrimcldingtheaimplifled o c e s s e
approval process (SAPare widely perceived as too long to be considered responsive to the urgency

of climate change in SIDS. Thé\B is highly relevant for SIDS but not yet sufficiently simplified

to accelerate climate action. The request for proposal (RfP) programmes have been ineffective in
generatindunding proposapipelines in SIDS, although the RfP on enhanced direct accessris

as having good potential to support the kind of local adaptation that is relevant and effective in

SIDS.

RPSP support for country and entity work programmes was found to have limited effect on the
development of a robust GCF pipeline in SID8e Project Preparation Facility (PPR)as seen as
an important tool to advance SIB&oject concepts through the funding proposal stage, but
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feedback habeenmixed on its efficiency and accessibility. Overall, SIDS have been
underepresentethroughout the stgges of pipeline development, with only 12 pentof the

funding proposapipeline.

Key chall enges t o meladkof8apdeity to devedop doeceptinotgseandt | vy .
funding proposals to the GCF standard is the greatest challenge SIDS faevingg8CF finance.

SIDS appreciate and access GCF support for concept note development under RPSP 2.0. However,
t he Secr e-teanrtechmitabassistartefor this is not regarded as sufficiently-barfds

SIDS. Further, the typical RPSP deliygrartner model of training workshops does not build
sustainable or sufficient capacity for developing concept notes. SIDS require not only technical
assistance but also support to address human capacity constraints.

An additional major concern for SIDSgarding GCF project developmastthe separation of
climate change from development activities. Many SIDS lack the historical local or national
climatological data necessary to substantitaans that GE investments arequiredfor
adaptation.

5. EFFECTIVENESS OF THE G C FSONTERVENTIONS IN SIDS

Addressing climateneedsThe GCFO6s i nvest ment s -rélaed i®édbDfBr s upp «
water management, energy, infrastructure and climate information services, and atigmex|

with national priorities. The current GCF SIDS portfolio, however, does not contribute significantly

to othernationally determined contributions (NB)priorities, such as food security, fisheries,

ecosystems protecti@ndtransportation, although these ar@ptized needs in NDCs.

Challenges in implementation Among projectsinder implementatigrchallenges to achieving
results largely relate to procurement (e.g. recruiting issues, transportation, high costs). This also
reflects the early stage tfe SIDS portfolio, with most projects only in their first year of
implementation.

Multi -country projects.S1 DS6 st akehol der s havemultixcquntrg ssed c
projects, particularly regarding the breadth and depth of results for local communitibe and

country drivenness. Programmatic approaches are seen to have the potential to overcome these
issues by bringing larger volumes of funding to individual countries in a-pautitry programme.

However, given the potential for high transaction/operaticnsts at country and entity level, AEs

and SIDS are not confident pursuing them with the GCF until such risks are accounted for in

projects.

Innovation.S1 DS6 project designs do not sufficiently
politically challenging policy environments and require more clarity on different innovative

approaches pertinent to SIDS (e.g. business models and financial instruPre¢£}). designers in

SIDS are unclear about how the GCF interprets and guides innovatiortiohradinowledge is

identified as a potential source of innovation. However, social capital, including traditional

knowledge and social networks not sufficiently integrated as nanonetary activit in climate

action.

Complementarity and coherenceBecause the GCF has larger funding allocations than other

climate funds, stakeholders perceive the GCF as best positioned to upscale successful smaller
climate action that has been financed by other delivery channels. Qppesthave been identified

for this in SIDS, but few have Dbtereanc idce ver opeds
capitalize on such opportunities is seen as a constraint that SAP has not overcome.
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The absence of coordination between climatelfuas well as other multilateral partners, has

negatively impacted SIDS with small government administrations and many donor partners

struggling to adopt and comply with the many and varied standards and procedures each climate
finance delivery channekguires. Among other burdens, having to manage multiple donors

increases costs by having to employ dedicatedistaiten international staff to manage each
donords compliance regi me, among which, the GC

6. THE GCF AND THE PRIVATE SECTOR IN SIDS

Relevance to the private sector in SIDSMany interviewees noted that thevRte Sector

Faci | i topriweptiof d? thepyivate sector bears no resemblance to thesoadgolow-

capital base and low capacity for risk moginmon among national businesses in SIDS. And while
the PSF aligns with the objective to leverage private finance to realize the scale of climate
ambitions, interviewees emphasized the importance of supporting the climate resilience aspects of
the privatesector in SIDS. The GCF lacks a common understanding of and ceatesitive

strategy for the private sector.

Stage and extent of engagemen&CF support for private sector engagement in SIDS is in its early
stages. There is a significant maturity gapneen the type of RPSP support currently being

provided for the private sector in SIDS and the development of actual projects, with the majority of
RPSP support limited to being directed at private sector consultations, awareness aodding
general scopig.

Support for the private sector in SIDS through the PSF has been extremely limited and is provided
through loans and grants exclusively. Limiting factors include the lack of institutional incentives and
strategy, challenges finding interested AEs, agokgal barriers to private sector development in

SI DS that may Bemtbeyond the GCFO

GCFfunded projects in SIDS have raised significantly less private sectoraswe than in non
SIDST just USD18 million in SIDS, compared to over USBhillion among nonSIDS.

Supporting private sector resilience in SIDS throughhe Division of Mitigation and

Adaptation (DMA).Despi te the PSF6és | imited portfolio,
engagement by the private sector in SIDS through the DMA piortieith the potential to help

improve the resilience of local private sector actors in these countries. There is currently little
coordination between the programming activities of the GCF Secretariat, PSF, DNDAvéaioh

of Country ProgrammingXCP).

C. KEY CONCLUSIONS

The findings ledo the following conclusions.

CONCLUSION 1: SIDS need support to address the impacts of climate change urgently. The
GCFb6s modalities and processes are not yet suf
of climate change in SIDS and the urgency for climate action. Thea®ARheRfP forenhanced

direct accesare two modalities thaalong with programmatic approadiave considerable

potential to deliver climate results at scale in a coudiiyen approacland to accelerate investment

in SIDS.

CONCLUSION 2: The current GCF model for accreditation and access is disadvantaging those
SIDS with low capacity, experience confidencan directly accessing the GCF.
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CONCLUSION 3: The most significanbarrier that SIDS face in accessing the GCF is a lack of
capacity to develop concept notes and funding proposals to the GCF standard. The RPSP and PPF
are helping to address thimut approaches are not sufficiently tailored to the human resource
limitations in SIDS.

CONCLUSION 4: GCF finance in SIDS has appropriately focused on ¢iarded adaptation,
although it is premature to assess the extent to which the GCF SIDS portfolio is achieving intended
results. There is space for funding more innovatiortedlto financial structures and instruments.

CONCLUSION5: The GCFdés approach to the private sect
or coordinated. Despite a very limited PSF portfolio, however, there has been sizeable engagement
to improve the rakence of local private sector actors in SIDS through the DMA portfolio.

CONCLUSION 6: The GCF policy landscape has flexibility to accommodate the circumstances of
SIDS, but certain policy and governance issues that are important to SIDS require foeitter B
discussion and decisions.

D. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

The evaluation makes four major evideti@sed recommendations to the GCF Board and
Secretariat

RECOMMENDATION 1. Make improvements to RPSP support to improve direct access and
address thecapacity difficulties that SIDS are facing. GCFfunded capacity-building in SIDS
should take more of an accompaniment approach, providing human resources to work side
by-side with government and DAE staff to build capacity over longer periods (months to
years).

Recommendation 1(a). The GCF Secretariat should bridge the gap betweaenrpritation and
postaccreditation RPSP support by incorporating resources specifically for concept note
development into praccreditation RPSP grants, with the releasdimgent on Board accreditation.
This could be a small amount, approximately USD 20,8000, based on the cost to develop a
concept note as reported by DAE interviewees.

Recommendation 1(b). The GCF Secretariat should make-anityproject developmentlated
support more accessible to regional DAEs and consider a separate window of funds that does not
count against the pewountry allocation of USD 1 million.

Recommendation(t). The GCF Secretariat should promote the availability of ryelir suppdr
for embedding advess in NDAs and/or make that support more easily accessible (e.g. through a
roster approach).

Recommendation 1(d). The GCF Secretariat should adjust its offer of technical assistance through
the RPSP to reflect the need for more handssupport for writing concept notes in SIDS.

Recommendation 1(e). The GCF Secretariat should expand the roster and contribute to building the
capacity of RPSP delivery partners in SIDS. This would facilitate shifting the business model for
regional DAEs fom readiness to investment and help relieve the bottleneck caused by regional
DAEs being the partner of choice for baotie RPSP and preparing funding proposals. Sharing

lessons learned with NDAs and RPSP delivery partners could also help improve dheesifss of
capacitybuilding support offered to SIDS. For example, delivery partners could write terms of
reference for consultants that focus less onagh&aining or workshops and more on approaches

that reflect the need for more accompaniment aedtaring.

RECOMMENDATION 2. Accelerate and simplify the project cycle, especially for the SAP
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Recommendation 2(a). The | EUO&s recent review o
strategy for the SAP while focusing on processes that accelerasinapiidly the project cycle,

including consideration of delegation of authority to the Secretariat. Simplifying and accelerating

the SAP is especially important for SIDS, because the growth in their pipelines is shiftingstoward

this modality. TheBoard@ t he Secretariat should operati ons
recommendations athe SAP.

Recommendation 2(b). In piloting tipeojectspecific accreditation approaahe Board of the GCF
should focus on making access faster and streamlined, to pemadss through entities in SIDS
that may otherwise not implement GCF projects.

Recommendation(2). The GCF Board and Secretariat should consider simplifying the funding
proposal template to allow SIDS to cras$erence GCF country programmes, NDRAPSs, IPCC
reportsor other equivalent analyses in demonstrating overall national vulnerability to the impacts of
climate change.

RECOMMENDATION 3. Approve a policy on a programmatic approach with urgency and
with consideration to the issues raised by thigvaluation.

Recommendation 3(a). The GCF Board should finalize the policy on the programmatic approach,
with due consideration of the perspectives of SIDS afsl iA that policy. In particular,

programmatic approaches should include both sirmgld multicountry programmes and include
provisions to streamline the processes fopsojectapproval and changes, while ensuring
appropriate due diligence.

Recommendation 3(b). Once a policy is adopted, the GCF Secretariat should pievadhA

guidance on theolicy to build their confidence to prepare such programmes. The GCF Secretariat
could also provide more fimatchmakingod support
encourage As and countries to pursue innovative elements within these programdnes an
sutprojecs , i ncl uding t hoaoenstitueneéeguest ed by SI DS6

RecommendatioB(c). In appraising programmatic approaches, the GCF Board and Secretariat
should ensure that they are c¢l osel gndlongterkned wi t
strategies, as well as other national efforts for complementarity and coherence. Programmatic
approaches should be ambitious and could be innov&tveexamplethe GCFcouldconsider
financing an individual S| DS O ssatiatpdtwihttriggem pat hw
points or thresholdsuch an approach woutdovide ample opportunities for managed flexibility,

robust measuremdbounded innovation in project development and implementation. Such

approaches couldelp SIDS meetlong-term visions and objectives with robust and predictable

finance, while maintaining the flexibility SIDS need to adapt to climate change.

RECOMMENDATI ON 4. Ensure the GCF6s approach to
the complexion of the local prvate sector in SIDS and a coordinated approach across the
Secretariat and its divisions and facilities

Recommendation 4(a). The Board should adopt a private sector strategy that itheuddéewing

1 A clear common understanding of the private seatafuding a reflection of the characteristics
of local private sector actors in SIDS

1  Objectives of private sector engagement, which should include leveraging private sector
investment to realize the scale of climate ambitions, as well as improving thencesbfthe
local private sector and desking their climaterelated investments
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T A coordinated strategy among the GCF Secreta
sector engagement, including in SIDS, ranging from early stage consultation and as/arene
building tolaterstage project development

Recommendation 4(b). The Secretariat should develop approaches for innovative financing

structures and instruments, as requested by SIDS. It should also develop approaches for engagement
with micro-, smalt and mediunrsized enterprisesperating in constimed environments such as

SIDS. Such approaches could include intermediary models that combine lines of credit with

technical assistance for subproject preparatiosuites of options to suppdhie private sector to

build resilience in specific sectocemmon to SIDS, such as tourism, fisheries, local

traders/merchants and local private transport providers.

Recommendation(d4). The Secretariat should develop performance indicators that encourage
development of private sector projects in a larger number of SIDS.

Recommendation 4(d). Following a critifPal revi
the GCF Secretariat shilol consider an f° for private sector investments in SIDS. To ensure the
success of thefR, it should be sequenced after any structural or incentive issues witfPthare

addressed and access issues are improved for SIDS.
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Chapter INTRODUCTION

iThe small i s | @Ganbthear, in thenAtlaniiceirsthe iPacifict
and in the Indian Ocean and around the world, are on the frontlines of bei
swallowed into an abyss, created initially by human activity and increasin
by inaction. Our vulnerabilities as states onthe frondli ar e pr of

- Hubert Minnis, Prime Minister of the Bahamas, at the sevintith session
of the UN General Assembly

A. BACKGROUND

1. This report presents the Independent Evaluatio
Relevance and Effectivenessfthe GreenC | i mat e F u masinsentg irGSinal)sland
Developing States (SIDS)Thi s eval uation is part of a concer

examine the relevance and effectiveness of GCF strategy and investments in countries most
vulnerable tahe effects of climate change. The evaluation was approved by the GCF Board at its
twentyf ourt h meeting through decision B. 24/ 06, as
focuses on SIDS, some of which #ast developed countries (LDC#)rican States or both;

subsequent evaluations are likely to examine GCF investments in the LDCs and Africa, subject to
Board approval.

B. SCOPE METHODS AND LIMITATIONS

2. This evaluation serves both learning and accountability functiondt was structured arourfdur
key themes related to (1) the relevance of the GCF business model to the needs and urgency of
climate action in SIDS; (2) the relevance of the GCF portfolio to the needs and urgency of climate
action in SIDS; (3) the effectiveness of the GCF in deiingeresults through the implementation of
GCFfunded projects and programmes; and (4) the complementarity and coherence of GCF
activities with other climate finance delivery channels. The themes of private sector engagement and
innovation in SIDS receivesbecial attention as cressiting themes.

3. To carry out the evaluation, the GCF IEU staff and a global consultancy, ICF, partnered to form an
evaluation teamlhe evaluation team used a mixed methods approach, employing both
gualitative and quantitative data and methodsto inform the evidencbased findings, conclusions
and recommendations that are presented in this report. Specific data sources and methods included
the following:

1  An extensive document and literature review, including GCRriehents and key peeeviewed
and grey literature on climate change interventions in SIDS

{1  Analysis of data collected, analysed and quality assured by the IEU DAtehagideing data
that were available up to and including 31 July 2020 (after the ptiblicdeadline for B.26)

5The IEU DatalLab consists of a team of IEU personnelodéetil to collecting and processing quantitative and qualitative
information about the GCF.
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1 Key informant interviews with more than 160 people from SIDS governments, the GCF
Secretariat and Board, accredited entities (AES), civil society, the private sector and academia

1 An online survey administered to 164 GCF SIDS kelgedtalder groups that had a 42 per cent
response rate

1 Atool for selfassessing innovative elements in GilGORded projects that was administered to
AEs and that had esponse rate of 48 per cent

1 A benchmarking and metmnalysis exercis® learn from the pproaches of other climate funds
and multilateral and bilateral agencies working in SIDS

1  Six remote, purposively selected country case stfBiadados, Belize, Kiribati, Republic of
the Marshall Islands, Saint Lucia and Seychellas)vell agight SIDScase studies (Antigua
and Barbuda, Fiji, Grenada, Haiti, Mauritius, Samoa, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu) from the
|l EU6s recent evaluations

. A summary of each of these methods is providetinnex 5Chapten.

. The most significant limitations faced by this evaluation were related to the global COVIL19
pandemic. This evaluation was launched at the end of February 2020, when the pandemic was
reachimgy its peak in South Korea and starting to take hold in many other countries around the world,
forcing the GCF Secretariat and Independent Units to work remotely. To protect their populations,
many SIDS closed their borders to foreigners, while other desritrstituted travel restrictions,

making inperson country case studies impossible. As a result, the country case studies and nearly
all interviews for this evaluation were undertaken remotely. The evaluation team made every effort
to mitigate these lint@tions through the use of adaptations that have since come to be established in
the evaluation community. Some adaptations included extensive use of video platforms and
alternative strategies such as WhatsApp and written responses to interview quElséons.

evaluation team also employed an online survey to-&@bimtry respondents and SIDS counterparts
who were outside the country case studies, to get further insights at an aggregated level. Overall, the
evaluation team was impressed with the respones&of interviewees, especially given that some
country stakeholders were facing significant other responsibilities in the face of the pandemic (e.g.
permanent secretaries of ministries of economy and finance acting as NDAs lnaiadso

responsible fomitigating economic crises brought on by COVI1DB). However, the team did face

some lack of responses, particularly among the Atlantic, Indian Ocean and South China Sea (AIS)
SIDS, and was aided by introductions and followfrom the GCF Secretariat andE#

. The evaluation also faced limitations in assessing the effectiveness of GCF investments due to
the early maturity of GCF-funded projects in SIDS.Although funding proposals have been
approved in all the case study countries, not all projects are umglementationfor various

reasons addressed in this report. Many other limitations of mixed methods evaluations remain
relevanti for instance, those related to validity and generalizability. Some of the limitations related
to data collection were partipitigated by undertaking interviews until data saturation was reached.
The data sources were also triangulated and validdi@dnstance, through the use of an online
survey.

. It also begs clarification that this evaluation is only agatifolio evalwation. Therefore, while the
findings and recommendations are relevant to SIDS, they do not prejudice other vulnerable
countries, including the LDCs and African States. Indeed, many findings may be generalized to
other subportfolios of the GCF and will bexplored in subsequent evaluations approved by the
GCF Board. Other limitations and mitigation measures are provided Antiex 5Chapter.
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Chapter II. BACKGROUND, CONTEXT AND LES®NS

LEARNED

A. INTRODUCTION

. As a designated operating entity of the Financial Mechanism of the United Nations Framewaork
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the GCF provides support to developing countries to
limit or reduce their greenhouse gas (GH@B)issions and to adapt to the impacts of climate change,
taking into account the needs of those countries most vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate
change, including SIDS, LDCs and African St&t@be GCF recognizes 40 eligible SIDS, as shown
in Figurell-1 below. These include the 38 United Nations (UN) Member States classified as SIDS
by the UN Office of the High Representative for Least Developed Countdnd|ocked

Developing Countries and Small Island Developing States@QHRLLS), as well as two additional
nonUN Members or Associate Members of Regional Commissions (Niue and Cook I<|&ods).

this evaluation, GCleligible SIDS are categorized as being in one of three regitresPacific; the
Caribbean; and the Atlantic, Indian Ocean and South China Seai(AlBpugh intraregional
differences and affiliations also exist.

B. SIDS:A DIVERSE GROUP

. SIDS is a political distinction. UNDHRLLS classifies countries as SIDS because they face
exceptional social, economic and environmental vulnerabilities. Yet SIDS also exhibit notable
differences, such as size, geography and economic developmenin@eed, vulnerability tthe
effects of climate changelthough SIDS are often seen as a group of nations that face shared
challenges, they are also a heterogenous group that have just as many differences as they do
similarities.These differences atude the following:

1 Economic developmentSome SIDS are LDCs; others are not. Small island economies have
varied archetypes, from those sustained by remittances and aid flows, to those driven mainly by
tourism (up to 5070 per cent of GDP)fo those themanage to exploit a broader set of
economic opportunitiesMany SIDS rely heavily on ocean resources for economic growth (i.e.
the Ablue economyo). SIDS typically have | in
major industries and are distandrin global market centréseeAnnex 5Chapter I). Some
SIDS have extremely high indebtedness, especially those in the Car{pbeAnnex 5
Chapter I). The collapse of tourism due to COVID is of major concern to SIDS and is
deeply exacerbating the debt burden of most.

1 Geography and demographyPhysical size varies substaily, from small citystates such as
Singapore to large islands like Cuba. Some SIDS are one island, whereas others are
archipelagos of hundreds of islands; some are not even islands. Some-girdatoll
islands; others have mountains rising more #h&o0 metregseeAnnex 5Chapter ).

6 UNFCCC, 2011.

7 Based on IEU communications with GCF Department for Country Programming.
8 UN-OHRLLS, 2015.

9 World Bank, 2017a.
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Population size also varies widely, from under 2,000 people (Niue) to more than 10 million
inhabitants (Dominican Republic, Hai{geeAnnex 5Chapter ).

1 Governance Nearly all SIDS are relatively young countries. Many were colonies that have
gained independence in the last 50 years; some remain dependant on other countries through
free associationgageements.

1  Social and cultural dynamics.Limited economic opportunities and the threat of climate
change impacts have begun to cause displacemégration and planned relocationsome
SIDS (seeChapter 11.g. Gender and equity issues vary among countries and regions.
Participation of the female labour force is lower in Pacific SIDS than Caribbean SIDS, where
women are beginning to surpass men in education andgne@mae nt posi t i osns. Wa
and agency are also generally more limited in Pacific SIDS, with substantially lower female
representation in parliaments than in Caribbean SIDS. Géyaded violence is also extremely
high in some Pacific SIDS, such as Kiribati and Vandatu.

10World Bank, 2017a; World Bank028
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C. SIDSAND CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS

. SIDS are highly vulnerable to the effects of climate changéOn a global scale, SIDS emit
negligible GHG emissions, yet yolimaerelatedirmpaadss 6 v e
that are a result of increasing global emissions. SIDS often face particular vulnerabilities due to
geophysical constraints such as small size, geographic dispersion, susceptibility to natural disasters,
heavy reliance on fosdiliels (often imported), limited private sector opportunities, weak institutions

and fragile ecosystem$These vulnerabilities are being exacerbated by the current CQ¥ID
crisis, as SI DS0 economies are especially sens

. Thelntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCChas recognized the urgency of

climate action for SIDS,finding that (a) SIDS are already feeling the impacts of climate change
and (b) the risks of climate change are greater than previassissed, as well as higher for SIBS.
Limiting global warming to 1.5°C is seen as critical for SIDS, which are projected to experience
high, multiple and interrelated risks at that degree of warming, but substantially higher impacts at
2°C.The IPCC also found that vulnerable countries, inclding SIDS, may exceed adaptation

limits well before the end of this century,even on a low GHG emission pathway scenario, putting
low-lying and island contexts such as urban atoll islands at higFrisk.

. SIDS face numerous climate impacts, including ris@mgperatures, changing precipitation patterns,
flooding, drought, reduced availability of freshwater resources, sea level rise and coral reef decline.
Most SIDS expect to face food and water insecurity as water becomes scarcer, ocean and land food
resoures continue to degrade, populations continue to grow, and energy and food prices increase.
Increasing temperatures, intensifying storms and the growing loss of tropical coral reefs is expected
to havea severe negative impact on tourism, which many SID&iherely on. Coastal flooding is

creating severe impacts on coastal populations and infrastructure, as the frequency of extreme water
level events is projected to double by 2658ix GCFeligible SIDS have more than a quarter of

their landmass betweéhand 5 metres above sea level, illustrating the urgency of climate action
(seeFigurell-3).

1 Nurse et al, 20340ppenheimer et al., 2019.
2UNFCCC, 2005; Nurse et al, 2014.

31PCC, 2018b; HoegfBuldberg et al., 2018.

14 Oppenheimer et al., 2019; Magnan et al., 2019.
151PCC, 2018a.
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The challenges created by climate impacts are different across SIDS. Overall, SIDS are a
heterogenous group when it comes to climate vulnerability and readiness, as skmuneh-4.
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Compared to the average scores of all &Ggible countries, 20 per cent of SIDS are more
vulnerable and less ready; another almost 20 per cent are more vulnerable but more ready.

ND-GAIN Values for
M Individual GCF-eligible SIDS

0.9 [ Average of GCF-eligible countries within vulnerability categories

0.8

0.7

651 5 o

0.6

0.55

(2-more vulnerable)
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(1-more ready)

Figure Il -4.  Climate vulnerability and readiness of SIDS and other G&Hgible countries

Source: Notre Dame Global Adaptation Initiative Country Index (2017), analysed by the IEU DataLab.
Note: Eight data points natovered by the ND Gain vulnerability index are missing from the graph: Cabo
Verde, Cook Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Tuvalu.

D. SIDSAND INTERNATIONAL CLIMATE POLICY DIALOGUE

. SIDS have a history of active and vocal participationn international climate dialogue® The

Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) acts as a coalition voice for'Sib8limate talks and has

played an important role in influencing the UNFCCC, includingBrenvent i ondés recogrt
il dwing and ot her small i s Vulaenathle to dlimatetchange®s 0 ar e
Leading up to the landmark twerfiyst session of the UNFCCC Conference of the Parties

(COP21) and the adoption of the Paris Agreement, AOSIS was a key group in support of more
ambitious global climate action during negotiations, buildingonitscallfdi 1. 5AC t o st ay
since 2008?

16 OQurbak and Magnan, 2018.

17 All GCF-eligible SIDS argoart of this coalition, with the exception of Bahrain.
18 United Nations, 1992, 2; UNFCCC, 2005, 2.

19 United Nations, 2014, 1,&enjamin and Thomas, 2016.
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In the context of climate finance, SIDShaverepeatedly called for prioritized international

support for adaptation and mitigation activities, and have echoed the importance of climate

aid as key to their overall devadpment.Dur i ng negoti ations, AOSI S ca
scaledup, new, additional and®ADS8I®alsburdedibcteasedf i nanci
support for adaptation, while seeking to ensure that adaptation measures would bedrivantfy

SS DS further sought to preserve their special
their prioritization for climate financing support. AOSIS has also been a vocal proponent of

international support faactivities related tdoss and damagand was instrumental in its inclusion

in the Paris AgreemenBOx I11-3).

SI DS6 needs and aspirations h&8lDSAccelérsed been art
Modalities of Action (SAMOA) Pathway, adopted in 2014 during the Third International

Conference on Small Island Developing States. Regarding climate finance, the SAMOA Pathway
resolution emphasizes the importance of fAadequ
developing countrie€. The resolution also welcomed the decision by the GCF Board to allocate

half of its adaptation funding to particularly vulnerable countries, including $IDS.

E. LEARNING FROM THE EXPERIENCE OF OTHER AGENCIES WORKING
IN SIDS:BENCHMARKING THE GCF

The evaluation team reviewed the efforts of other climate funds and organizations working in SIDS
to benchmark GCF efforts and identify lessons learned. Select key findings are below; the full
benchmarking and metmalysis is provideth Annex 3

Overall, SIDS frequently feature in the strategies of most international organizations, but few
organizations have specific policies or processes for exging with SIDS. Tablell-1 below

summari zes seven key el ements of international
interpreted cautiously, however, becatlee specific circumstances and needs of SIDS are

considered to varying degrees among these elements and organizations.

Tablell -1. Key el ement s ot her organizationsd ap

Resource allocation --
and financial

instruments and

terms?

ARE SIDSGIVEN

SPECIFC
CONSIDERATION IN

Programming
strategies?

(@]3

1

1

1

1

1

1
O«
o
o

1

1

1

1

Investment -- -- - -- -- o) o} — - -
modalities?

Project cycle -- -- -- -- = o) o} - - -
processes?

20 AOSIS, 2015, 2.
21 Fry, 2016, 107.
22 United Nations, 2014, 9.
23 United Nations, 2014, 4.
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o] - 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

n/a n/a

ARE SIDSGIVEN

SPECIFC
CONSIDERATION IN

Implementing entities
[ accreditation
processes?
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Source: Evaluation team review of Adaptation Fund, n.d.; Adaptation Fund, 2015; Adaptation Fund, 2014;
AfDB, 2016; AfDB, 2019; AfDB, 2020; ADB, 2019a; ADB, 2019b; ADB, 2019c; ADB, 2018a;
ADB, 2018b; ADB, 2018c; ADB, 2017a; ADB, 2017b; CH)O08; EIB, 2015; GEF, 2018a; GEF,
2018b; IDB, 2020; UN, 2017; World Bank, 2016a; World Bank, 2017a; World Bank, 2019.

Note: 0 SI DS are given some s peS8lbSarenotgvemspeciicer ati on i n
consideration in this areanfa Area $ not relevant for the organization.
GEF: Global Environmental Facility | AF: Adaptation Fund | CIF: Climate Investment Funds | ADB:
Asian Development Bank | WBG: World Bank Group | EIB: European Investment Bank | IDB: Inter
American Development Bank | UNP: United Nations Development Programme | AfDB: African
Development Bank

Programming strategies.Like the GCF, the climate funds generally have not had specific
strategies for engaging with S| DS%*oftéenfocusonnat i on

an approach that is sensitive to SIDS6 fragild@
Evaluations of these organizations point toptb&ential need in SIDS for differentiated approaches,
especially for mi ctentos atdawesseam antllodaldv @ lr eiguiCe ev en t

Resource allocation, financial instruments and absorptive capacitylost of the international
organizations have moved in the directionnaireased resource allocations for SIDS, relative to
other countries. The GEF has made efforts to protect SIDS during replenishment shortfalls. In the
World Bank and Aian Development Bank (ADB¥ome SIDS have special exceptions for more
favourable financing terms (grants and concessional finance). Evalsifitave highlighted the
importance of grants for SIDS. An ADB Independent Evaluation Department (IED) evaluation

found that the ADBO6s relevance in the small est
increase grant project financing andtecheil assi stance (TA), especi al
of debt?Hbwevdr, SIDS savea limited capacity to absorb increasing amounts of

devel opment assistance, fAunless there is a cor

i mp| e me f Evaltationsrby tdéndependent Evaluation Group (IEG)the World Bank
similarly found that the World Bankds scale of
given existing high indebtedness as well as by the absorptive capacity of geverttfis . o

Regional and programmatic approachesln the GEF, programmatic approaches have had limited
traction in SI|ID®realfothapghotalcd ffrii@gea holisti
management) is gaining traction. The ADB dinelWorld Bark in particular have been moving

24 The World Bank Group, for example, is guideditsyRoadmap for Engagement in Small Stated its flagshigPacific
Possiblereport, in addition to regional and country strategies. AlaB a regional strategy for the 11 smdfacific SIDS
25UNDP EO, 2012.

26 ADB IEG, 2015.

27 ADB IEG, 2015.

28 World Bank IEG, 2016b.
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towards programmatic interventions in SIDS. Maiéinche financing facilities, mulpartner and

multi-year policybased operations, and leteym programmati@A operations are examples of
interventional modalities. Evaditions and subsequent agency strategies have idetiifieded for
Aistreamlined packagingd approaches to programn
and SI DS with smaller financing vol umesfthe For e
adaptable programmatic loan instrument for projects in multiple Caribbean countries helped limit
transaction costs and address differing levels of readiness among the country clients.

The evaluative evidence on regional approaches is mixed. IratigcPan IEG evaluation found

that while there should be great scope in SIDS for capturing economies of scale through regional or
multi-country approaches, this has proven difficult to achieve. In the Carilthedamited Nations
Development Programm&NDP) regional programme did not systematically address sustainability
factors?® Regional approaches have been found to work well in SIDS when they address common
issues across countries while reflecting national priorities and particularities (e.gsloywhend

when they are operated under a regional umbrella with separate country projects.

Project cycle.Like the GCF, other climate funds use the same project processes for SIDS as for

other countries. The Adaptation Fund allows some flexibility fojgmtaoversight in SIDS during
implementatiori for instance, by allowing for lowezost alternatives to travel (such as extensive

use of emailf° The ADB andthe World Bank allow for greater use of their project preparation

facilities in SIDS, in recognitn of evaluations finding that these resources were critical for better
designed projects. The evaluative evidence on the effectiveness of project cycle processes
specifically in SIDS is somewhat limited, except to point out recurring challenges in qremiy

use of national systems and flexibility in processes. An ADB Operations Evaluation Department
evaluation for the Pacific found thiexibility is important for efficiency in operations A" but what
flexibility means in practice fooperational design and implementation is not fully understood and

there are no guidelines for staff to follow. Apart from the need for flexibility in procurement,
consultations with ADB staff suggested that flexible approaches were not being fully used, fo
example, in disbursement, project?3appraisal re

Private sector.Like the GCF, the climate funds generally either do not have corgeregiprivate

sector strategies or have not explicitly considered the specialotbdstics of the private sector in

SIDS, such as the prevalence of misipedbusinesses (s&ghapter VI) in such strategies.

Evaluations by the World Bank and8 in the Pacific highlighted the close linkages between the
public and private sectors and the need for a coordinated approach, especially in the smallest SIDS.

F. KEY CONSIDERATIONS FOR EFFECTIVE CLIMATE FINANCE I6IDS

On the basis of the metmalysis, tk literature review of about 30 peviewed and grey papers

on climate interventions in SIDS (see detailAnnex 5Chapter I} and the extensive interviews
conduded for this evaluation, the evaluation team identified five factors that are critical to consider
in climate finance for SIDS. These factors provide an important framing for this evaluation and are
also potentially relevant in part or full for other seftsulnerable countries.

Urgency.As mentioned above, the IPCC has recognized the urgency of climate action in SIDS. In
2019, Heads of State and Government, Ministers and High Representatives adopted a #&solution

22UNDP EO, 2013.

30 Adaptation Fund, 2015.
SLADB IED, 2015.

32 United Nations, 2019,i3.
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cal |l i ng f cambitius gladpa action, a tiné with the Paris Agreement, to address the
threat and i mpact of <c¢limate change on small i
Importance of adaptationThe literature and interviews emphasize the importance of adaptation
financeforSIs.iDue to the rural, remote and specific
efforts are commonly i mplPP¢mest ®F, afithlee schmman
clear: adaptation is fundamentally a local issue, and local involvepeetitipation and ownership

is a central pr econdi3tChalenge$ ave beemmotedeirsteyrfisiofl adapt

filtering adaptation funding down from governments to communitias,well as the varying needs
of individual islands in an archétago, with concerns regarding the distribution of national
resources to the islanéfsSocial capital plays a significant role in the success of commbaigd
adaptation in SID$,and in efforts implemented by ngovernmental organizations (NGOs) and
those integrated with ecosystérased adaptatioi.The evaluation also notes that therelanis to
the interpretation aninplementatiorof i p a r t i candphe has implicatjongor power and
exclusion. Overall, the evaluation regards participatiod inclusion as desirable

Capacity constraintsL ow number s of qualified staff workin
ability of SIDS to access and manage different sources of concessional finance, and limit their
absorption and implementation cagagf® Indaddition to human resource capacities, other

constraints relate to technical, monitoring, evaluation, implementation and enforcement cdpacities.
While AOSI'S has articulated as a key principle
mecharsms should work to the extent possible with existing national and regional institutions, and
budgetary and 43IpkhS tfianoge say satyearised of Al i mited c
systemso that constr ai ffSuchentedsawere also aotedtreBaris n t he
Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Acti@apacity is especially limited within local

government and rural communiti®sSIDS (and in particular, LDC SIDS) identify more barriers

than other developing country Bas in theimationally determined contributionsIDCs) in terms

of the development and transfer of mitigation and adaptation technotbgies.

A related principle for climate finance, as st
not put adisproportionate burden on countries, especially those with capacity constraints, to access
funds especially when responding to adaptation

simplified and expeditious access procedures and targéteahd readinss support.

High transactional/operational costsA recurring theme evidenced in quantitative data, interviews

and external literature is that operating in SIDS is much more expensive than most other country
contexts. Transportation is expensive withibS, and SI DSé mar kets are t
economies of scale. The majority of SIDS with at least one GCF project (25 out of 30) have no land
borders with any other country, so can only access goods or services by ship or aeroplane (see
Annex 5Chapter ). Adding tothe economic and time costs of transportation and project

operations, SIDS in the Pacific and Indian Ocean are typified by populations spread acrpss m

33 Hagedoorn et al., 2019.

34 Betzold, 2015.

35Nunn and McNamara, 2019.
36 petzold and Magnan, 2019.

87 Hagedoorn et al., 2019.

38 McNamara et al., 2020.

39 OECD, 2018; OECD and World Bank, 2016.
40 Robinson, 2018.

41 AOSIS, 2017.

42 OECD and World Bank, 2016.
43 Kuruppu and Willie, 2015

44 Traerup et al, 2018
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islands over vast distances of ocean, an issuadmeBIDS do not faceOf the30 SIDS with a GCF
project, only3 consist of one single land mas8arbados, Dominica and NaufgeeAnnex 5
Chapter I).

Geospatial analysis of median travel time to urban centres in SIDS further emphasizes the
remoteness of some countries @imelimplications for high transaction cogseeAnnex 5Chapter

II). For example, in the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI) (a country of dispersed atoll

island9, most residents can only travel among islands via ewading ships that visit four times

per year. A round trip can take two months to
required to prepare water harvesting infrastructure across all @gesllocated on 24 outer islands

will take two years to complete.

Need for flexibility. Recognizing that SIDS are a iThe high cost of «
highly heterogeneous group, climate financing must i |4gely attributable to their remoteness,
be rigid; rather, it should consider the unique context s|DS spread out widely across the vast
and constraints that SIDS exhibit. Flexibility is seen & Pacific ocean, low population density, ant
key to enhancing funding effectiveness but is also a poor connectivity; hencéais reality has to

foundational principle for climate adaptation as a be factored inwhen]assessing value for
whole. In interviews, a call for flexibility was a money and [ GCFos] ¢
common refrain. - An interviewee from Kiribati

Given the centrality and thrust of these five factors to
climate action in SIDS, the evaluation team considered them to constitute five inervadies to

guide the evaluation. For the remainder of the report, these factors provide a set of norms or guiding
principles to evaluate GCF investments in SIDS. Subsequent chapters will use these normative
values for evaluative assessments.
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Chapter 1ll.  RELEVANCE OF GCF GUIDANCE,

FRAMEWORKSAND POLICIES FOR SIDS

A. INTRODUCTION

. The UNFCCC has rdgdqmi aend tohtaterflsamnal | i sl and
vulnerable to climate change. The GCF is mandated to conselaeéus of particularly vulnerable
countries. This chapter reviews the relevance of GCF guidance, frameworks and policies to the

specific needs and urgency of climate action in SIDS. Specifically, it answers the following

guestions:

1 How relevant and how estraining are GCF policies and frameworks to SIDS?

1  To what extent has the GCF been responsive to UNFCCC guidance to the GCF that is specific
to SIDS?

B. DATA AND ANALYSIS

1. SIDSAND THE GCF MANDATE

. The Gl of the GCF, guidance from the UNFCCO&eto the GCF, as well as numerous Board
decisions, discussions and documents provide d
The Gl provides some specific guidance relevant for SID@long with LDCs and Afcan States:

1  Paragraph 9: The composition of the Board will include representatives from SIDS and LDCs.

i Paragraph 43: Thierivate Sector Facility (PSEN i | | Asupport activities
invol vemento in SIDS and LDCs.

T Par agr aph athgresoudicesfor adhptaton, the Board will take into account the
urgent and immediate needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the
adverse effects of climate change, including LDCs, SIDS and African States, using minimum
allocdion floors for these countries as appropriate. The Board will aim for appropriate
geographical bal ance. o

. Drawing from the above mandate, GCF discussions and Board decisions on many of the strategies,
policies and frameworks mention considerations of SIDV&. rest of this section provides a

description of some key areas where the GCF has articulated considerations of SIDS explicitly. The
effectiveness of these measures will be examined in subsequent chapters.

a. Resource allocation

. Through decisioB. 06/ 06, t h eto&nofara floordfd@ gerdcendof thie adaptation
allocation for particularly vulnerable countries, including LDCs, SIDS and African States T hi s
minimum allocation was further reiterated in the Initial Strategic Plan fa6@ie (decision

B.12/20) and the Draft Updated Strategic Plan for the GCF:iZUAB, which was presented in
GCF/B.25/09 but is not adopted at the time of writing.

. Also related to allocation, decision B.09/05(d)(ii) requests the Secretariat to preseaathiadic
mi ni mum b e nc h maakeknto adcount thasel developing couintries particularly
vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate charigeluding SIDS. It also requests the Secretariat

©IEU | 17
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andindependentechnical Advisory Panel (iTAP), in the@plication of the assessment scale, to

take into account the needs of those developing countries particularly vulnerable to the adverse
effects of climate change, again including SIDS. The Bagmutoved terms of reference for the

iTAP (decision B.BM201809) provide that experience in the appraisal and operation of projects in
SIDS is an asset.

b. Private sector modalities

. Special consideration has been given to SIDS and other vulnerable countries in establishing the
G C F BSfand modalities for private sectengagement in GCF activities in these countries,
although the latter have not yet been clearly articulated.

.Decision B. 04/ 08 s suppoft activitiels to enatdetprivatd sectoPirs/élvemeint! | i
in small island developing States and ledgsteloped countries. Modalities will be developed for
consideration by the Boa. Speci fically, the Board requestec

(PSAG) to pr ovi de madaditestonproenote garticipationsof pdvate gector
actors in deeloping countriesin particular local actors, including small and mediussized
enterprises and local financial intermediariéga small island developing States, least developed
countries and Africa, and with a special emphasis on adaptation n  mecisions (B.07408; d
B.15/03; B.17/06) (emphasis ours).

At its nineteenth meeting, the BoaGhaptetVdnsi der e
and indecision B.19/18 decided tio the following

1T Request the Secr et atosuppbrtactivitiesite enagbiomesticmamdd al i t i e
international private sector actor® engage in GCF activitesin L DCs and SI DS, f
consideration by the Board & twentieth meeting (emphasis ours).

1 R e g u thesSecrdtariat, in cooperation with private and public sector entities, accredited
entities, national designated authorities and focal points, to identify and facilitate the
development of funding proposadsdeting least developed countries and small island
developing States, which involve innovative financing structures or modalities, such as project
and smaliscale solution aggregation, publarivate insurance structures, and-tending and
risk capital nvestments through climategiented financial intermediaries o

1T Take into account t he r evieeo (@mésngmliciespns from t
programmes and processes, such as the accreditation framework, investment criteria
indicators, the Readiness aRdeparatory Support Programme, the Project Preparation
Facility and theproject approvaprocess; and (ii) approving work plans and budgets relevant
for private sector engagemeint.

. In decision B.24/04, the Board decided to consider under the StrategimPR2020 2023
fimodalities to support activities to enable domestic and international private sector actors to
engage in GCF activitidgs i n L DCs aUpdhtedStraiz@c. PlaT ds presented at B.25
proposed to develop a private sector strategy fataeeamong other issues, supporting private
sector engagement in all developing countries, in particular LDCs and B&REI -1 below
summari zes S| D&t ofitha @GFtistrategic plarh e up
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Box Il -1. SIDS input to the update of the GCF Initial Strategic Plan

SI DS6 comments include key mes dakettedollowinggctiong t
(emphasis ours):

f Consider the | PCCbs 1.5ACr $ercy adf Relper GCF
mandate as wel | as the GCF6s strategy and po
cycle approval, ad performance management framework

1  Promote paradigm shift, including througthigher risk appetite than other funds; strong national
and regional institutional capacity and ownership, supported thisttgingthening RPSP, DAE
accreditation, EDA, SAP andprivate sector engagementpromoting and testingew innovative
approachesto climate finance; and promoting thee of best available scienaen climate impacts in
financial decisiormaking

1  Scale up andccelerate support for NAPs and funding proposalthat meet GCF criteria and ensu
efficient access to financial resources

1  Learn from the findings of the IEU, especially on the RPSP, country ownership, transformationi
ability and process review

Source: Summarized from SIDS input to the update of thadh$trategic Plan for the GCF, 2018.

c. Programmes, pilots and processes

The approva of several GCF programmes, pilots and processes have specifically considered the
needs of SIDS.

Through decision B.05/14, adopting the scope folRbadiness and Preparatory Support
ProgrammeRPSH, t he Board noted t he dfeutwveoprivatasectaee o f
engagement, particularly for smal/l and medi

in developing countries, and activities to enable private sector involvengent®l DS and LDCs

Board also noted thatthe allocadb n o f s uc h R Pt8P inte acqgopnbtmeturgemtcandl d
immediate needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse impacts of
climate change including SIDS.

The Boardapproved policy on fees for accreditation waisash fees for basic fiduciary standards
for subnational and national entities in SIDS and LDCs that apply for accreditation for amdro
smallsized funding activities (decision B.08/04).

In decision B.10/04, the Board approved the terms of refereneepitot phase foenhanced direct
accesg EDA) , \nitial d&im of prowidiny up to USD 200 million for at least 10 pilots,
including at least four pilots to be implemented in small island developing Stetdsast
developed countrieand AfricanState

At B.12, the Board approved the Initial Strategic Plan for the GCF (decision B.12/20), in which the
GCF e x pr e s s estteamlinesand, wherever appropiatei) simplify its processes and
templates particularly for micrgcale activities iLDCs and SID®.

In decision B.18/06, the Board approved sivaplified approval processSAP) pilot scheme. In
previous Board meetings, discussions had highlighted the perceived importance of the SAP for
SIDS. In particular, at B.15, numerous Board membensmented on the delay in operationalizing
the SAP, and the CGhairs acknowledged the significance and urgency of SAP on behalf of all
SIDS and developing countrieBeforeits approval by the Board, the SAP waisially proposed as
ameans to addresise needs of countries such as SIDS and LDCs.
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d. SIDS considerations in GCF institutional design

As seen above, the background discussion and decisions on some specific institutional features
make a specific mention tlie considerations of SIDS. In our review of these institutional features,
where reference to SIDS was made, the capacity needs of SIDS were mentioned frequently while
flexibility was mentioned more rarelyrablelll -1).

Tablelll -1. Key features of GCF institutional design, where the background discussion and
decisions mention considerations of SIDS

IMPORTANCE OF
FLEXIBILITY APACITY RGENCY | TRANSACTION T
- - - o) --

Accreditation

EDA =

O«
1
1
1
1
1
1

SAP -

O«
O«
(@]
1
1

o
O«
1
1
1
1

Initial Strategic 0
Plan

RPSP - 5 5 - 5

O«

Resource - - - -
allocation

Privatesector - - - - )
modalities

Note: 0 SI DS are given some s peS8lbSareanotgvemspecificer at i on
consideration in this area.

While SIDS have been considered in discussions and decisions on some key features of the
GCF 6 s des i g natrategtc rasnewdiRdaddspolicies themselves generally do not
distinguish based on country circumstance or constituency, for SIDS or other groug3This
approach is appropriate in that (a) it reflects the approach of the Gl and UNBRGL (D) the

evaluat on teamdébs review of the GCF policies of
room for flexibility for SIDS in operationalization, which was the key consideration raised in
interviews? As previous IEU evaluations have also found, the crux of thissue will be in the
interpretation and application of GCF policies to account for the specific circumstances of

SIDS. Multiple interviewees emphasized the need for guided flexibility in this regard (e.g. through
guidance, administrative instructions astdndard operating procedures for the Secretariat).

In the first five years of the GCF, frequent changes in the policy landscape have exacerbated
existing capacity constraints in SIDS and DAEs, which have struggled to meet the GCF standards
for project deelopment. At the same timkack of Board-approved policies on critical issues is

also reported to have inhibited project development in SIDNotably, among the policies that

are of most concern to SIDS, halincluding programmatic approach, incremetasts,

45 For the list of strategic framework and policies reviewed by the evaluation team, see ATinapt&ill . There are two
exceptionsOne isthe Policy on Fees for Acaléation (B.08/04)which allows that subnational and national entities in
SIDS and LDCs that apply for accreditation for misibed andsmab i zed funding activities

i wi

accreditation fees waived f omisthe RRSP,lwhichincdudds speaific proaisiopsfat and a

SIDS in its strategy.

46 Benchmarking showed that some AEs have sglifferentiated approaches; for example, the World Bank and ADB have
a modified set of guidelines for procurement for fragile statdsSdBS that qualify undeheir small island economies
exceptiors.
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concessionality and efinancingi are yet to be Board approved. Policies related to the investment
framework were among those most frequently identified as relevant and/or potentially constraining
for SIDS (see Anne% Chapterll andBox Ill-2).%" Interviewees called for increased clarity and
flexibility in the final design and application of these policies, with emphasis on the programmatic
approach as highly relevant for scalga climate action in SIDS.

Box Il -2. Discussion of relevant and/or concerning policies for SIDS

Investment framework. Interviewees stated that the GCF should apply its six investment criteria in a
manner that accounts for country circumstances, and most avaladidsce suggested that the GCF is
largely doing so. With respect to impact potential, interviewees from the GCF Secretariat, DAES anc
expressed an understanding that the scale of the impact may look different in SIDS and that numbe
beneficiariegelative to the total population may be a more appropriate metric for SIDS than total
beneficiaries.

With regard to efficiency and effectivenesgerviewees from the GCF Secretariat and AEs acknowled
the oftenhigher cost of doing business in SID$ieTunit cost per beneficiargr MTCO.eq, for SIDSis
nearly three timehigherfor mitigationfunding proposalsompared to no$SIDS*® Interviewees from the
Secretariat also reported, and respondents from AEs confirmed, that the GCF makgedéise
alowances for higher cost project designs in SIB8d despite high operating costs, the economic
feasibility of funded projects in SIDS was found to be as high or higher tha8Ib& (Annexs Chapter
V).

Incremental costs anddifficulty in separating development from adaptationfi[ B] ecau s e
incremental costs or agreed full costs only cover project costs that are ¢iitadéel, any costs that cannc
be tied taclimate objectives [such as costs for development objectives] are expected to be funded by
sour ces ot Kdhe Bdatl eet@ins@€ Hiscretion to approve funding proposals for full proje
costs, as provided for in Paragraph 35 of the Gl. Manyvie&ees, including those from country
governments, AEs, other development partners and regional experts, expressed the view that in Sl
distinguishing between climate change and sustainable development is chalieogegn impossiblé
and called foflexibility in the interpretation (see alsthapter \for a discussion odifficulty in separating
development from adaptatipn

Concessionality.Interviewees andwsvey respondents raised the point that many SIDS are unable or
unwilling to borrow for critical adaptation and mitigation investments, even when they are financially
viable at low levels of concessionalitya dynamic that will likely become more pronoedcs the
COVID-19 pandemic affects SIDS6é6 public debt. Se
issue grants for renewable energy, even on public buildings, which could limit the ability of some hic
indebted SIDS to pursue these typégprojects.

Il nterviewees from AEs also called for clarit
minimum concessionality, especially in SIDS. In particular, the point made was that determination o
viability should consider both tHfanancial fundamentals as well as the real and current demand for ths
financing (e.g. the government and private s
concessionality expects the Sec r;tthaiqal riskor finamciah

47 Other GCF policies, such as those on risk, environmental and social safdgi&8jigender, and indigenous peoples,
seem to be generally understood and supported, based on counsiudasé although somdrustrations were expressed

in two Pacific SIDS related to challenges justifying the use of local materials and solutions in light of the ESS policy.

48 Among the four mitigation and six cresstting projects approved in SIDS, theseage cost of reducing each ton of

COz equivalent (tC@eq) is over four times (USD 68/tGéx) that in nofSIDS projects (USD 15/tC@q) @Annex 5

Chapterill). Interviewees explained that these higher costs were partly justified by the higher cost of operations in SIDS
and partly by the chenefits. Renewable energy projects are vital to SIDSwsaas of achieving energy resilience,
autonomy and reduced energy costs over the long term.

49 DocumentGCF/B.21/03: Incremental and full cost calculation methodology.
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assessments) to inform decisions on the size and type of concessionality alongside the objective of
concessiPonality. o

Programmatic approach. Country stakeholders, AEs and GCF staff alike see programmatic approac
a modality that has strong potential to deliver scalpalimate action in SIDS, as well as a way to
overcome high transaction costs, as further discusseldpter VI But the lack of clear policy guidance,
including in the draft policy*i s | i mi ti ng AEsd® interest in inv
Interviewees from AEs report that they are wajtparticularly for clarity on simplified procedures for
appraising and approving subprojects and adding or changing countries that are included in the pro
as well as whether programmes must keep individual subprojects or the total programredei
AEG6s accreditation | imit.

Cancellation and restructuring. This policy has hadomewhatimited application in SIDS thus far,
because few GGFRunded projects are far enough into implementation. However, interviewees from tv
IAEs raised concerns abt the lack of clarity regarding what constitutes a major change and the neec
gain GCF Board approval for levels of change (e-@llezating funds among components) that they sta
would not trigger restructuring in other international financiaifuons. AEs called for the devolution of
this function into the Secretariat for greater efficiencies. In SIDS, these concerns are heightened by
urgency for climate action and the high risks of debilitating wea#ref climaterelated natural disasts
(Annex 5Chapteilll). The long timelines between project design and implementation are also of con
relative to restructuring.

2. RESPONSIVENESS TO THEUNFCCC

Thel EU 6 s Hooking/Rerfaimance Revie@#PR)found that the GCF has been responsive to
the Convention, addressing most UNFCCC requests within their expected time frame and in an
increasingly efficient manner. Because SIDS are a subset of the developiriges for which the

GCF is mandated to provide support, this overall finding oFfPRcan be considered to generally
apply to SIDS. This evaluation took a deeper
refers to SIDS, in the context either SIDS, LDCs and African States, or SIDS and LDCs, as well

as on loss and damage, as shownhabhlelll -2.

Overall, the GCF Board and Secretariat haveundertaken several actions in response to COP
guidance that references SIDSbutthe outcomes of these actions have only been partially

effective. For example, on private sector engagement, COP guidance called for the GCF to develop
modalities to supportaivities enabling private sector involvement in SIDS and LDCs (through
accreditation and a request for proposals). The PSAG has developed recommendations for such
potential modalities, but these are not yet operationalized. Similarly, the GCF apfire8&d, in
accordance with UNFCCC decision 10/CP.22, but these simplified procedures have not yet
benefited SIDS? The sufficiency of these efforts for SIDS are addressed at length in other sections
of this report (e.gChapter IVon accreditation and acce&hapter for SAP;Chapter Vlifor

private sector).

In December 2019, COP 25 invited the GCF to continue to provide finance for loss and
damage, which is of keen interest to SIDR\ccess to finance for activities relevant to loss and

50 DocumentGCF/B.23/19: Review of the initial investment framework: Matters relatectterimental and full cost
calculation methodology and policies onfamancing and concessionality.

51 programmatic approach policy guidelines are scheduled for ZB20nterviewees referred to the publicly available
documentGCF/ B. 25/ 08 tpirtolgerda niinPact | i i cEhimitpopnwas reotcdiscussed by the GCF Board at
B.25.

521EU, 2020b.
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damage and GCF investments have significant implications fortevngadatation in SIDS. While

it is premature to

assess

t he

effecti

continue to be at the forefront, as describeBaor Il -3 below. As the UNFCCC and GCF

del i berate on the GCF©O6s

rol e in

catalysing

addressing loss and damage, interviewees called for men oivolvement of SIDS, given their
leadership history in this area and their position on the frontlines of climate impacts.

Tablelll -2.

GCF responsiveness to SID&levant COP decisions

COP HAs THEGCF IS ACTION
DECISION TEXT
DECISION RESPONDELY SUFFICIENT?

Readiness

UNFCCC i Al s o
Decision
7/CP.20,
para. 12

requests the B¢
Fund to accelerate the implementation of its w
programme on readiness and preparatory sup
ensuring thahdequate resources are provided
its execution, including from the initial resourct
mobilization process, providing urgent support
developing countries, in particular the least
developed countries, small island developing
States and African Stateed by their national
designated authorities or focal points to build
institutional capacities in accordance with Gre:
Climate Fund Board de

Accreditation
UNFCCC AEncour ages

the ti mel

Decision accreditation framework and requests the Boa
7/CP.20, of the Geen Climate Fund, in its
para. 13 implementation, to pay adequate attention to t

priorities and needs of developing country
Parties, including the least developed countrie
small island developing States and African
States, emphasizing the need to provide rezdi
support to those national and regional entities

el igible for fast tre
Private sector
UNFCCC f"nRequests the Board ¢
Decision to accelerate theperationalization of the private
7/CP.20, sector facility by aiming to ensure that private
para. 9 sector entities and public entities with relevant
experience in working with the private sector ¢
accredited in 2015, expediting action to engag
local private sector aat® in developing country
Parties, including smaland mediunsized
enterprises in the least developed countries, s
i sland devel oping St ¢
UNFCCC AiEncourages the Boar c
Decision B.04/08 to develop modalities to support

activities enabling private sector involvement i

Yes; in decision

B.13/09, the Board
decided to expedite
supportfor formulation
of NAPs; the Boar@lso
approved a revised
strategy and additional
funding for the RPSP

through decision
B.22/11.

Yes; the GCF provided
in-kind accreditation

support to entities,
including in SIDS
(documents
GCF/B.23/10 and
GCF/B.20/15).

Yes; in decision

B.21/16, the Board
decided to prioritize
applications by private
sector atities, and in

particular those in

developing countries; in
decision B.22/16, the

Board decided to
streamline the

accreditation process in
order to accelerate the
review and consideratio
of entities applying for

accreditation.

Yes; in decision

B.13/22, the Board
approved the MSME

Mostly. See
Chapter Von the
adequacy of
RPSP support to
SIDS.

Partially. See
Chapter IVon
accreditation and
DAEs, as well as
IEU (2020Db).

Partially. Few
private seair
entities are
accredited in
SIDS. PSAG
issued
recommendation:
but these have
not been
operationalized.
Pilot programme
on MSMEs has
not been
successful in
engaging SIDS.
SeeChapter VII
for private sector
engagement.
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COP HAs THEGCF IS ACTION
DECISION TEXT

10/CP.22, the least developed counsiand small island pilot programme with

para. 11  developing States, and to seek opportunities tt USD 100 million
engage with the private sector, including local allocated for particularly
actors, on adaptation action at the national, vulnerable countries,
regional and inter nat including SIDS.

Simplified procedures; readiness

UNFCCC A Al so requests the Bc Yes;indecision Partially. See
Decision decision 1/CP.21, paragraph 64etthance the B.18/06, the Board Chapter Von
10/CP.22, coordination and delivery of resources to supg approved the SAP pilot readiness and
para. 7 countrydriven strategies through simplified ani scheme; the Board also SAP, as well as

efficient application and approval procedures, approved a revised IEU (2020c).

and through continued readiness supportto  strategy and additional

developing country Parties, including the least funding for the RPSP

develogd countries and small island developir through decision

States, as appropri at B.22/11.

Loss and damage

UNFCCC Al nvites the Board of Yes;indecision Premature to
Decision continue poviding financial resources for B.25/07, Annex |; see  assessseeBox
12/CP.25, activities relevant to averting, minimizing and Box Il -2 below. I11-3 below.

para. 21 addressing loss and damage in developing
country Parties, to the extent consistent with tt
existing investment, results framework and
funding windows and structures of the &mne
Climate Fund, and to facilitate efficient access
this regard, and in this context to take into
account the strategic workstreams of the-five
year rolling workplan of the Executive
Committee of the Warsaw International
Mechanism for Loss and Damageasiated with
Cli mate Change | mpact

Box Il -3. Loss and damage and the GCF

Background on loss and damage inthe UNFCCQG.n t he UNFCCC, @Al oss ar
the adverse effects of climate change includes, and in some cases involves more than, that which ¢
reduced by adaptationdo (UNFCCC, 2 0ecehomicjossés) a
(UNFCCC, D13). Loss and damage has been a controversial issue in global climate change negoti:
given that it is interwoven with issues related to historic responsibility, liability and compensation (R«
and Pelling, 2016); see aldmnex 5Chapterll. Loss and damage is particularly important to SIDS give
their critical vulnerability to climate impacts, including sea level rise, cyclones and drought, and theil
limited resources to respond to these vulnerabilities. Enabling SIDS to address these impacts will re
substantial and sustained international support.

Loss and damage andthe GCRNe i t her t he GCFdés GI nor the 11
lossandd a ma g e . Foll owing the invitation from COF
resources for activities relevant to avertin
discussed at B.25. In decision B.25/07, Annex |, the GCHifaehactions to respond, including

c ont i toprovidgfindhcial resources in accordance with its existing investment, results framew:
and funding windows and structurés. The Secretariat already ide
including sore in SIDS, that address areas of loss and damage listed in Article 8, paragraph 4, of thi
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Agreement. Projects in Timdreste (FP109) and Vanuatu (FP035) have components on early warnin
systems; the Secretariat also pointed to the comprehensiveaimgement approach in Samoa (FP027,
and a component addressing slomset events in the Marshall Islands (FP112). Other areas of loss ar
damage, however, such as irreversible and permanent loss and damage that may require human m
from climateimpacted areas, have not been addressed yet througlta@Léved projects.

This response is echoed in the current draft Updated Strategic Plan, which considers activities relev
averting, minimizing and addressing loss and damage, and calls for the @@lRaborate with the
UNFCCC and others to help conceptualize relevant investments. Feedback from SIDS, LDCs and #
onthis Updated Strategic Pldne at ur es | oss and da ma g planis thdt he5 6
notion of Aparadigm shifto should be operati
submitted comments emphasizing their expectation that the needs of developingstamtvas and
damage support will be considered in thedated Strategic Plamnnd t hat t he #AGCF
devote resourceso to fund | oss and damage ac
AOSI S6s comme rstes tfhwer tGCerd sa rppaloygr ammi ng appr oa
of the Executive Committee of the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage associat
Climate Change | mp aydrsling Wokplah. ADSIE comeluded tifat & e r e
need for upscaling action and support and for greater clarity, visibility, and broadening of scope witr
GCF, consistent with [the WI M ExCom workstre
discussions on the guidance from @5 related to loss and damage.

Looking forward. Access to finance for activities relevant to loss and damage and GCF investments
significant implications for longerm adaptation in SIDS. While it is premature to assess the effectiver
of t herespo@de o COP 25, itis clear that certain considerations will continue to be at the fore
Oneof the major considerations raised in the literature and by interviewees for this evaluation is the
for a clearer operational definition of acties relevant to averting, minimizing and addressing loss anc
damage (Thomas and Benjamin, 2017; Durand and Hugq, 2015). Related to this, some interviewees
guestioned whether | oss and damage can be ef
window.

Another major challenge is related to determining what and how loss and damage can be assessed
attributed to climate change, especially in S\t&re adaptation and development are already inextrici
linked (Thomas, Serdeczny, and Pringle2@pHansen and Cramer, 2015). Furthermore, most SIDS la
the historical and baseline data for climate, especially for less populated islands and regions and fol
onset events, that would contribute to detecting and attributing loss and damages atsra isignificant

lack of tracking of the financial costs of loss and damage associated witbhiss@vevents, especially rot
economic losses (Thomas and Benjamin, 2017). An additional consideration relates to current moni
and evaluation methodsd indicators for adaptation projects, as climate risks negmpmively addressed
by adaptation investments may result in loss or damage in the future.

SourcesKey informant interviews with GCF Secretariat, GCF Board members and SIDS country
stakehol@rs; and AOSIS, 2019; Document GCF/ /B.25/16; Document GCF/B.25/09; Document
GCF/B.26/Inf.09; Document GCF/B.21/Inf.03/Add.01; GCF, 2011; GCF, n.d.; Hansen, G. et al.,
2015; IOM UN Migration, 2014; Roberts, E. et al., 2016; Thomas, A. et al., 2017; Thanwsl.,
2019; Thomas A. et al., 2020; Document FCCC/CP/2019/13/Add.2.
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C. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. KEY FINDINGS

The evaluation team found that discussion on GCF policies make specific mention of the
consideration of SIDS and referdapacity needs. Flexibility is less frequently mentioned and is
required in the interpretation and application of GCF policies to account for the specific
circumstances of SIDS. The absence of guidance on what flexibility means in practice translates into
risk of misinterpretation or misapplication.

Half of the policies that are of most concern and interest to EliD8uding incremental costs,
concessionality, efinancing and programmatic approdchre yet to be approved by the Board. In
particular, lak of clear policy guidance on the programmatic approach is holding back AEs from
developing such programmes for SIDS.

The GCF has taken actions in response to Sipetific COP guidanciewhich relates in particular
to private sector engagement, simplifeatt efficient access, and readiness and accrediiaban
those actions have only partially achieved the intended outc@s@sidressed later in the report.

COP25 invited the GCF to continue to provide finance for activities related to loss and damage
which is of keen interest to SIDS. I't is prema
response.

2. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
The GCF Board should finalize key outstanding policies with urgency, especially on the
programmatic approach, to help accelethgedevelopment of such programmes in SIDS.

The GCF Secretariat should develop internal guidance on interpretation and application ofipolicies
that is, managed flexibility in consideration of the specific context and challenges in SIDS.

The GCFSecretariat should continue to engage with the UNFCCC on loss and damage, and should
include SIDS in these important discussions on the role of GCF finance for activities related to loss
and damage
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Chapter IV. ACCREDITATION AND ACCESS FORSIDS

A. INTRODUCTION

. Direct access is a central part of the mandate of the GCF, and accreditation is central to the business
model of the GCF. Other IEU reports have addressed the accreditation function it? détail.

chapter focuses on access in SID8ght of thar specific needs and urgency of climate action.
Specifically, it answers the following questions:

91 Is the process of accreditation responsive to the needs of SIDS?
1 Is the portfolio of AEs suited to the needs and urgency of climate action 8fSID

B. DATA AND ANALYSIS

1. DIRECT ACCESS ENTITIES IN SIDS

1 SIDS, like other recipient countries, can access the GCF through international, regional or
national AEs. Direct access is emphasized in the GCF mandate and institution, whereby access
to GCFresources is through regional and national AEs.

1  Direct access is generally low in the GE&nd exceptionally low in SIDS. In terms of
national DAEs, SIDS lag far behind other GCFeligible countries (and will likely continue
to do s0).0Only 10 per cent dBIDS (four countries) have access through national DAHESt
half the rate of other GCGEligible countriesTablelV-1). Two national DAEs are in the
Caribbean region and two in the Pacific region; no national DAEs have been accredited among
the AIS SIDS. As noted below, more than half of SIDS have not nominated a national DAE (a
higher proportion than among African States and LDCs), and the ninelS)0S have
submitted only three NDA nominations for accreditation altogether. It is also notable that even
if all applicant entities were to be accredited, the coverage of national DAEs will only increase
from 10 per cent to 18 per cent.

TablelV-1. Current and potential coverage of SIDS and other countries by DAEs

GCFELIGIBLE

AFRICAN
COUNTRIES(OF STATES (54) LDCs (47) SIDS(40)
154)
National Current 21% 20% 19% 10%
coverage :
Potential 35% 37% 36% 18%
Regional Current 58% 75% 57% 82%
coverage .
Potential 81% 100% 98% 95%

Source: Accreditation application data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab

Note: Current coverage consists of countries with at least one accradiiedal/regional entity as of B.25.
Potential coverage considers countries with at least one accredited national/regional entity and/or that
have at least one national/regional entity with an accreditation application pending. African States,
LDCs and SI[3 are not mutually exclusive categories.

S3|EU, 2019a; IEU, 2020b.
541EU, 2020b.
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. Conversely, Pacific and Caribbean SIDS have access to more regional DAEs than other GCF
eligible countries.Overall there are nine regional DAEs accredited in SIDS, which cover over 80
per cent of all SIDS. This flects the existing regional architecture in the Caribbean and Pacific
regions. In the Caribbean, the regional DAEs, Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) and the
Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre (CCCCC) each serve 14 Caribbean Community
(CARICOM), GCFeligible member countrie$ Similarly, in the Pacific, the regional DAES,
Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) and Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment
Programme (SPREP) serve their 14 Gaigible member countries.

. The AIS SIDS are notable for having almost no dect accesgAnnex 5ChaptenV). No national

DAEs have been accredited among these nine SIDS, and only two of the AIS SIDS have nominated
a national DAE. The one regial DAE (the West African Development Bank, known by its French
acronym, BOAD) covers only Guindaissau. The result is that eight AIS SIDS currently have

access to IAEs only. An AlBased regional entity is currently receiving RPSP entity support for the
accreditation process, however, and three SIDS are among its member céuntries.

DAEs
implemented by IAEs, as shown iTablelV-2. On a regional basis, the Pacific SIDS have relied
more heavily on IAEs to date, with all but 2 & drojects in the Pacific implemented by IAEs.
Compared to SIDS in other regions and to-&DS, Caribbean SID$hew a higher reliance on
their regional DAEs. The AIS SIDS have no projects with DAEzb{elV -2).

.This |

_ INTERNATIONAL REGIONAL NATIONAL

ack

of avail

abl

e

al so ref|l

ects in S

Approved projects by accredited entity modality, across overall portfolio and for

TablelV-2.
SIDS regions
SIDS 80%
Non-SIDS 80%
Mixed 50%
Pacific 84%
Caribbean 62%
AIS 100%

8%
6%
50%
8%
13%
0%

12%
14%
0%
8%
25%
0%

Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU Datalab.

Note:

inMi xedo

r edountrysprojects that involivel both SIDS and ®IDS countries.

TOTAL PROJECTS
25

114
4
13
8

4

. Regional entities feature much more prominently in the pipeline, especially when compared
with non-SIDS (TablelV-3). Just 12 per centof né®il DS 0

entiti

es

compared

t o

45

per

pipeline
cent of

projects
SI DS6 pro

Caribbean SIDS, where half the pipeline sits with regional DAEs. This finding is further

supported by the interview evidence, which pointed to the increased importance of regional entities
helping SIDS moving forward, particularly in those countries that do not have national DAES.
Indeed projects with national DAEs account for a substantially smaller proportion of the

pipeline i just 5 per centi compared with 21 per cent in norSIDS. One national DAE project is

55 The regional DAE Central American Bank for Economic Integration (CABEI) includes Dominican Republic and Belize
as borrowing members; and the Development Bank of Latin America (CAF) includes Barbados, Dominican Republic,
Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobagoasm its member countries. Fundacion Avina also works in somedli@ible SIDS

(e.g. Cuba, Haiti, Dominican Republic).

56 MCT is a regional DAE for three SIDS in the Micronesia subregion.

57 Details withheld for confidentiality.
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in the pipeline for Pacific SIDS and two in the Caribbean. Thisatsfle relatively low coverage
of SIDS by national DAESs, as well as capacity challenges discussed further below.
6. As with access to regional and national DAEs, AlS SIDS are also substantially undeserved
in terms of pipeline and approved funding proposis (TablelV-3). Approved and pipeline
projects for the AIS SIDS represent 14 per cent of the total for SIDS, though the region accounts for
nearly a quarter of GGEligible SIDS.
TablelV-3. Pipeline projects by accredited entity modality, across overall portfolio and for

SIDS regions
IR [ gy [ (e
PROJECTS

SIDS 40% 44% 5% 11%

Non-SIDS 54% 12% 21% 13% 349
Mixed 55% 18% 0% 27% 11
Pacific 47% 37% 3% 13% 30
Caribbean 31% 57% 8% 4% 26
AIS 45% 33% 0% 22% 9

Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU Datalab.
Note: fi Mi x e d 0 mulg-doentrysprojécts that involve both SIDS and +®IDS countries.
AUni dentifiedo refers to pipeline projects for

2. PROCESS OF ACCREDITATION

7. National entities from SIDS are proportionately underrepresented througlout the process of
accreditation. As shown inFigurelV -1, national entities from SIDS are between 4 per cent and 16
per cent of all national entities at different fla@f accreditation, compared to @&per cent of all
GCFeligible countries for which SIDS accouMore than half of SIDS have not nominated a
national entity, and only a third of LDC SIDS have nominated a national entity (Anr@&xapter
V).

8. Among national entities nominated for direct access, those nominated by SIDS are primarily in pre
application stages; a total of 25 entities are nominated, but only 9 havitedtan application for
accreditation. Of the 9 national entities that have applied, 4 have so far become successfully
accredited. Additionally, 9 regional AEs operate in SIB&.these 13 DAESs, the median time
taken for accreditation (application submission to board approval) is 463 dayswhich is
lengthy but nearly 100 days shorter than that of all accredited DAgisr €1V -2).
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Figure IV-1. Number of national entities at each stage of accreditation
Source: Accreditation application data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab
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Figure IV-2:  Distribution of accreditation duration, from application submission to Board
approval, for all DAEs against SIDS DAEs

Source: Accreditation application data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab
Note  Numbers irparenthesedenotethe number of direct access entities.

. Capacity:Interviews and country case studies point to low human capacity as a primary
challenge facing national entities in SIDS to submit accreditation application®Vhile the

challenge of humaoapacity is not unique to SIDS, it is exacerbated by the small population size of
the island countries, which often results in smaller entities and government departments lacking
sufficient staff to dedicate to the accreditation process. Interviewee®frtities often recalled
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cases where only one person worked-fiareé on accreditation while also maintaining other-full
time job responsibilities (e.g. a fitlme business development vipeesident for a bank also
responsible for managing the accreditatprocess).

Some regional differences were also observed. In the
Pacific, interlocutors suggested that some countriesi i Accredi t ati on reg!
entities look to the success stories (e.g. inthe Cook ti me. [ The nominat ¢
Islands) and seek to nominate their own entities for ~those people and resources. They work c
national direct accegswithout a ful understanding of 't With the gaps in their time. | see that

the requirements ahead for accreditation (particularly MC"® a1d more as a big problem. They s:

. theyo6l |l havendiasxcr ¢
for project management and safeguards), let alone o .
h . i | ded f i months. Three years later they are still
the capacities ultimately needed for project working on it. & TI

development, approval and implementation. In the just dondt have tir
Caribbean, some entities noted ttiety had been
warned by others not to seek accreditation, given the
arduousness of the process. While in the AIS SIDS, the

situation is even more nascent, with only two of nine countries having nominated national DAES,
with none having achieveatcreditabn. In all regions, questions were raised about whether suitable
candidates could be identified in some countriespecially some of the smallest Pacific SIDS

given the stringency of GCF requirements (see also discussion in section below).

- External stakeholder in the Pacific

Process ofccreditation:In interviews, entities in SIDS especially pointed to the rigidity of the
process as a c¢hal |l en gdszefitsalbapproach to acareditatiom. Int he GCF
contrast, some interviewees highlighted the streamlined accreditatioesp offered by the

Adaptation Fund, which stemmed from the review of a SIDS applicant facing difficulties because of
small population, extremely long distances, and limited staff and beftdgetquent changes or

additions to GCF policies or requirementhile the accreditation process is ungay was also

raised by multiple interviewees as a complicating factor. Again, while none of these challenges are

necessarily unique to SI DS, they are magnified
The GCF accreditation process for national and

regional entities nominated by SIDS is widely fiUnless we streamline accreditation, we

perceived as being too long, although relatively will never find [national] entities. So you

smooth for those national entities in SIDS that have end up using [international entities that]

achieved accreditatonThe | EUG6s r e c ¢ Maynoteven have an office in your

country. It adds a level to implementationt h
that can sometimes be frustratidg.

-Responden from a S| DS¢

theGCB®s accreditation fun e  mi
amount of time taken from an entity submitting an
accreditation application to receiving Board approval
increasing over time. This trend is also relevant for
the experience of SIDS in the GCF. For thnadonal entities that have achieved accreditation, the
smoothness may be partly explained by the fact that (a) three of the four national DAEs were
already accredited as NIEs with the Adaptation Fund (Department of Environment in Antigua and
Barbuda; Minstry of Finance and Economic Management in Cook Islands; and Protected Areas

Conservation Trust in Beliz€Y,and (b) all four national entities received readiness support for the

58 Adaptation Fund, 2014.

591EU, 2020b.

60 The fourth is the Fiji Development Bank. The regional DAE Micronesia Conservation TrusFedbeted States of
Micronesiais also accredited as an NIE with Adaptation Fund. Other SIDS NIEs are not accredited with the GCF at time
of writing, including the Planning Institute of Jamaica, the Ministry of Finance and Economic Development in Tuvalu, and
the Dominican Institute of Integral Development in the Dominican Republic.
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accreditation process, either through the GCF or other delivery chantexgieiees also
expressed the view that the accreditation process wasnaethged by the GCF Secretariat, with
clear comments and advice.

From the perspective of SIDS, there will be benefits from the changes in the GCF accreditation
function, includingthe projectspecific assessment approach (PSAA). PSAA is designed to

complement institutional accreditation and is viewed by some interviewees to have potential to
support SIDS® access to the GCF. The proposal
fisi multaneously assess an organizationds abilidf
project/ programme as wel |l a s 5'This eroppsedapprosahd pr o j
(agreed by the Board decision GCF/B.23/11) is seen as highly relevamaibasd micro entities

in SIDS that may only have the staffing complements to prepare and implement one project at a

time. Particularly for SIDS, given the urgency of climate impacts, two critical considerations are that
(1) the PSAA accelerate tlepeed at every stage of the project cycle, from submission to review to
approval to disbursemernd @) support for strengthening capacity for project development and
implementation is built into the process.

Overall, the accreditation process itself imot perceived as the chief challenge that SIDS face in
accessing the GCF; instead, this challenge is lack of capacity to prepare GCF investment
proposals.The survey of SIDS stakeholders showed that respondents ranked difficulties in

achieving accreditatiofor national DAEs low among the most significant challenges that SIDS face

in accessing the GCF (eighth out of nine challenges); lack of capacity to develop proposals to the

GCF standard was the toanked challenge, as discussed below (see surveysreésifinex 2 also

Chapter V. These data, combined with interviews and cairy case studies, show that the

capacities of and incentives for the portfolio of AEs covering SIDS are creating substantial
barriers in these countriesd ability to access

3. ACCESS THROUGH DIFFERENT MODALITIES

In theory, SIDS have access to a poiohEs that cover all GCF results areas and various categories
and sizes of projects, through a combination of IAEs and regional and national DAEs. More than
three quarters of respondents to the SIDS stakeholder survey agreed that AEs are suitedgo meet th
needs of SID$ANnex 2. But the nuances of access are different for different types of AEs.

International accredited entities

Ininterviews, manylAEse x pressed a reluctance to purzeue GC(
(e.g. USD 5millioni 10 million) projects in SIDS, given the perception of high transaction costs

when working with the GCF. In the words of one interviewee froman IdEWe ar e | ooki ng
big, transformational projects, so when our clients have smaller, more straightforward projects, we
advise our clients to go direct access and do

that the investment required to develop a GCF project waksiior small projects (e.g. USD 10

million) and larger projects (e.g. USD 50 million) alikéeading to a preference to develop larger
projectsforcose f f i ci ency. The perception of transactd.i
that the GCF prject cycle is unpredictable, lengthy, insufficiently transparent and subject to large
numbers of sometimes conflicting comments and questions on proffdSal&ral interviewees also
suggested that SI DS projects maatempeamgemene pri or it
structures. Other climate finance studies have similarly concluded that the higher transaction costs

61 SourcesDocument GCF/B.22/14aragraptbl.IEU, 2020b.
62|EU, 2019a.
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for SIDS project proposals can weaken prioritization by multilateral agencies and result in fewer
opportunities for funding?

IAEs report interest in programmatic approaches for SIDS, but the lack of clear GCF
guidance (seeChapter Il ) in this area is a disincentiveRelatively few programmes havedre
approved in SIDS compared to ABIDS (Annex ChapterV). IAEs reported challenges with
previous GCF programmatic approaches in SIDS, including those relatea@itdraino-objection
lettersfrom multiple countries prior to approval and the need to seek Board approval for
subprojects. (See al&hapter Vifor a more detailed discussion of the programmatic approach.)

Ot her emerging challenges for | AEs also rel at
SIDS, which could limit the awability of co-finance, as well as the lending policies of some of the
multilateral development banks (MDBs) for certain island stdf€kis could present an obstacle for
pursuing certain types of projects using grant resources. For example, intesViedabe

perception that the GCF would not approve grant resources for renewable energy projects, while the
ADB has a policy to provide only grant resources to certain islands.

From the perspective of SIDS, interviewees reported a lack of interest from s in

supporting country projects. Interviewees in all three SIDS regions reported instances of IAEs
being willing to develop only certain components of a prdjdetaiving countries with the difficult
choice of either moving ahead with a project that dudsneet all of their national needs or
searching for other willing and able entities. Multiple interviewees from SIDS also echoed the

e

sentiment of this interlocutor: Al AEs say they

projects and they k& good relations [with the government], but actually [the IAESs] wish the

country would take the idea el sewhere, and you

from multiple Caribbean SIDS expressed hesitation to work with IAEs, especiatgdNations

agencies that are perceived as lacking experience in the region and offices in the countries.

I nterviewees also mentioned that | AEs tried t
t o t he,irctlewardsofyorie respoadt. This situation has led to frustrations in several SIDS
and delays in advancing project ideas into formal concepts and proposals. Still, a perceived lack of
interest from IAEs was ranked lowest among the challenges SIDS face to access the GCFgaccordin
to SIDS survey responder{teeAnnex 2for survey results)

Another obstacle to engaging with some IAEs is the structural constraints to leveraging

existing relationships.Some interviewees noted that certain IAES may have existing relationships
with the ministries with which they have previously engaged as executing entities-@Ckon

funded activities, but if these ministries are not the same as the NDA, thealasganships and

trust must be forged with that NDA. As in other aspects of this evaluation, interviewees emphasized
the importance of personal relationships in SIDS for advancing the work.

Therefore, although the IAEs continue to dominate the SIDSqtnojjeeline TablelV-2), this is

partly because of the circumstance of access rather than a result of the preference of respondents
from SIDS. These considerations may suggest t
GCF Secretariat, a procetsstis ongoing but can portedly often be slow.

63 OECD, 2018.

64 For instancefil DA [InternationaDevelopment Associationifanslates debt distress risk ratings ifttaffic lightso,
which then determine the share of IDA grants and highly concessional IDA credits for each country. Catuimiyle risk
or in debt distress (red light) can benefit from 100% grants, medakncountries (yellow light) from 50%, while lovisk
countries (green light) cannot benefit from grants. F o DebttShstinability Frameworksed by the World Bank
Group, refer:https://ida.worldbank.org/debt/deBtistainabilitygrants
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Regional DAEs

Regional DAEs are in high demand in SIDS; these entities are often identified as the partner

of choice by SIDS, particularly for the Caribbean and Pacificln interviews, SIDS stakeholders
expressed preferencesforlwor ng wi th these regional DAEs when
knowledge of the specific SIDS context, their technical capacity, their mandate to support member
countries, and their strong personal relationships with stakeholders in those countries.

Many regional DAEs have strong incentive$ and even mandate$ to support their GCF-

eligible member countries given their place in longstanding regional cooperative architecture

In the Caribbean, CARICOM is a regional integration movement that is seyvedltiple

institutions that are either accredited with the GCF (CCCCC, CDB) or receiving support for
accreditation through the RPSP. In the Pacific, the SPC and SPREP are intergovernmental
organizations that are part of the Council of Regional Orgaoimadf the Pacificarchitecture. No
regional body serveall the AIS SIDS, disadvantaging the region with respect to GCF access. Given
their governance structures, some regional DAEs also face challenges with navigating relationships
with their member cautries, who are effectively their shareholders, in terms of pushing back on
nationally driven project concepts that may be
perspective on overall national vulnerability to the impactdiofatechangeln the GCF

architecture, regional and national entities are both regarded as DAERegrwbl of DAESN

SIDS isnotlarge enough fothis evaluatiorto compare the effectiveness of regional and national
DAEs.

Many of these regional DAEs serving SIDSuch asCCCCC, SPC, SPREP or potential DAESs
have strategic objectives focused on climate change andegekcted technical staff to support this
work. They also have a history of executing climate interventionssuitiport from development
partnersalthough not all have worked with the volume of funding typically available through the
GCF.

National DAEs

As shown in the previous section, national DAE coverage is much lower in SIDS than in other
countries, even accounting for all the entities not geteadited. Several factors contribute to this

reality. The first is that some SIDS, particularly LDCs and microstates, lack entities that are capable
of meeting GCF requirements. Several interview respondents asserted that although most SIDS had
a nationabesire to have direct national access, it would not be feasible for some countries given the
current complexion of potential candidates and GCF requirements. The second is that even when an
entity is identified, they struggle to successfully completeaatitation applications for submission,

as discussed in the previous section.

4. CAPACITY AS A BARRIER TO ACCESS

Accreditation level barriersThe accreditation level of available DAEs limits the extent to
which SIDS can meet their national climate needs thragh direct accessas shown ifTable
IV-4Error! Reference source not found. In the Pacific, no DAE (regional or national) is
accredited for the higheshvironmentahndsocial safeguard&€SS)risk projects. Lack of DAE
access to noegrant financial instruments is also especially pronounced in the Pacific SIDS.

Just two DAEs are accredited for large projects in SIDS, thus providing limited coverage in the
Caribbean. Further, SIDS are limitedidwv-risk projects if they wish to use DAESs. The challenge of
scale is especially an issue in the context of regionggiso While regional DAEs do present the
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(potential) opportunity to aggregate resources and benefit from scale ecoffomimgrous
respondents expressed concerns about whethereltatively small scale groject size
accreditation (e.dJSD 10 millioni 50 million) could provide much ethe-ground impact. There
was a perception that this level of resources, with the high transportation and transaction costs of
working in the regions, would translate into limited benefits for local beneficiaries beyond
perfunctory studies and workshops. Further, some regional DAESs recalled pressure, by virtue of
stribute coverage of

their
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No information
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4 people covering all
sectors and 14
countries
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working on climate
finance issues not
exclusively for the
GCF, out of an
Environmental
Sustainability unit of 7
core staff

Five staff involved on
aparttime basis (i.e.
significant other
responsibilities)
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Climate unit with 4
people in charge of
climate finance; one
person responsible fo
strategic engagement
with the GCF

Managed by 2 staff,
with support from
additional staff
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NON-GRANT

AFF F D ON
FINANCIAL =i OCUSED O

INSTRUMENTS | COVERED

THE GCF

DOE About 5 individuals in

. the project

Antigua; | AMA . Public  Small B/I-2 L 1 management unit;

& effective . i

Barbuda !nput from other staff;

increased up from 2

PACT AR . Public  Micro C/I-3 - 1 1 full-time staff
effective

MFEM AMA 2 full-time staff

Cook . Public  Small C/1-3 - 1 working on GCF
effective :

Islands project development

B AMA  public small B2 EL G 1 parttime and 1 fu
effective time staff

Source: Accreditation application data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab; Key informant
interviews; IEU, 2019b.
Note: E = Equity; L = Loans; G = Guarantee

. Human andfinancial capacity barriers:The main challenges reported for the regional DAEs

are human and financial resource constraintsAs the AEs of choice for many SID®e regional

DAEs do not have the necessary staffing levels to provide a project to each odithGCF-

eligible member countries at least every replenishment cyc{ee. one per country per four years),

and even this minimum is not seen by interviewees as representing good access to the GCF. These
entities typically have fewer than five filme saff working either on GCF project development or
responsible for the GCF plus all other climate finance delivery partnersdbéaV -4). This poses
natural limits tathe number of projects that these entities can develop and implement with the GCF.
Building up larger staff complements is a process that requires time and more confidence than
regional DAESs currently have in terms of reliable access to the GCF. SormealdDAES were
described as fioverwhel medo by multiple intervi
countries that had experienced slow responses from regional DAEs, likely due in large part to the
number of requests they are fielding.

. National DAEs are constrained by human capacity within their organizations angmore

specifically, a lack of capacity for writing project proposals that respond to specific GCF

criteria. One interviewee from a SIDS national DAE reported a lack of climate change expertise
that would enable it to demonstrateerall national vulnerahil to the impacts of climate change
Another interviewee from a national SIDS DAE reported a lack of capacity around ESS, gender and
costbenefit analysi$ not only in their organization but also in their country. One external partner
identified a lackof project design and management skills, such as developing theories of change and
consultant terms of reference.

. National entities also report that they struggle on their own to identify outside technical experts to
provide the necessary inputs to meetfgtoposal requirements and to ensure the quality of those
consultancy inputs. For some national DAEs in SIDS, even with the lowest accreditation level, a
SAP project for USD 10 million would represent a significantly larger project than they are
accustome to, presenting a further challenge given thin human capacity.

. Among SIDS, a pattern appears to be emerging where particular countries that have a history of
stronger and deeper capacity are demonstrating that they can access the GCF (such as Antigua and
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Barbuda, Fiji, Cook Islands). The national DAEs in SIDS that have been successful in accessing the
GCF have moved away from a singlerson model, recognizing that their team and capacity had to

be amplified. But this is an exception rather than the nand,an approach that has benefited

greatly from internal resource investment, highel political support and a strong vision for

growing the climate finance team.

Interviewees also report a currently limited availability in the SIDS regions of the kindhlified
consultant support that could help overcome capacity constraints within DAEs. Multiple
interviewees explained that in the Caribbean, GCF expertise is very limited and expensive. Calls for
proposals sometimes go unanswered. Interviewees paintked parallel experience of the GEF,

where it took up to a decade to develop a cadre of local and regional consultants that knew the

GEFb6s processes and r e qu-quality @eFptogosah Motdonhisthe t o wr

availability of quality caisultants limited, but regional DAESs struggle with the trafldoetween
cost and length of the consultancy. For instance, a DAE may hire a consultant to acepeept
note(CN) but may lack the resources to retain that consultant for the full GGBree@riod.

Accelerating accreditation of other entities can also
play some role in balancing supply of and demand foa fiwe need more entities based in the regi
DAEs. There are additional regional entities potential people that are from the region, who have
interested in accreditation in the Caribbean and othe relationships with people in the region, wi
already seeking accreditatioBut it is not likely to be ~ @'® More open to countries having a say
the complete answer. Those entities are seen as like HE MEEal 1 2 A En e 1 18ETs

. . . be doné
to face similar capacity challenges and requiredong _
term support as well. - A Caribbean stakedider

Role ofreadinessThe RPSP has only been partially
successfully in addressing these constraintsr SIDS regions One reason is that the RPSP is one

of the contributors to overwhelming the capacity of regional DAEs because those entities are
serving both as primary RPSP delivery partners for SIDS and the preferred AEs for GCF investment
projects. CCCC, for example, is delivering or has delivered 12 RPSP grants for Caribbean SIDS,
while also being the identified AE for many. An RPSP grant to build regional DAE capacity also
represents yet another financial instrument that must be administered b&Ehe . audited

financial statements, reporting), if serving as the delivery partner. Less than half of respondents to
the SIDS stakeholder survey agreed that the GCF provides sufficient support for DAES in SIDS to
achieve accreditatiofseeAnnex 2for results of the survey)

Regional DAEs, especially in the Pacific, also report challenges in accessing RPSP funds

through NDAs. Although countries rarely use their full USD 1 million alltoa for the RPSP each
year, interviewees from DAESs report some reticence on the part of NDAs to allocate funds for entity
support. In the Caribbean, on the other hand, several RPSP grants for regional entities have been
supported in a cooperative fashiaith multiple NDAs contributing funds from their national

RPSP allocations. THadian Ocean Commissidras received readiness support for accreditation

from the allocation of one of its member states, Seychelles. Some regional DAEs have also noted
that preparation oCNssupported through RPSP funds, without the involvement of the regional

DAE as delivery partner, has led to misunderstandings and additional burdens at the project design
stage. OfterCNshad to be adjusted to present a strong propos#héoGCF.

The GCF6s current approach to bridging the cap

challenges of SIDS. More capaecthyilding through workshops and trainings does not help resolve
the issue of limited number of staff, and the suppatiged is not always sufficiently hands, as
discussed at length Dhapter V
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Box IV-1. Perspectives on capacity the SIDS DAEs

AfWe donét have t hehegbcsomngti Maylkbapiaci a yf ew ye
at our organizational <capacity. Webre really
USD 10 millionwillbetheb i ggest wedbve ever had. So how do
we have to beef up staff?bo

fiwWe are now being asked by [two SIDS to develop projects], and we have 13 people, and all are we
on 20 active grants from other donors. Everyawarking more than 108er cent So even when we havi
ability to write proposals, ités not feasibl

continue to need the support for a while, th

Source: Interviews with staff in two SIDS DAEs

. Like previous IEU evaluations, this evaluation found important instances where accreditation
contributed to building certain institutional capacities of national enti@sexamplea DAE in the
Pacific mentionedhe accreditation process strengthened their social and environmental
responsibility policies and safeguar@sit an important distinction is that the capacities
strengthened through accreditation are not those that necessarily enable entities to develop
CNsand funding proposals for the GCF.

. Currently,the RPSP is not systematicallyand efficiently bridging this gap between

accreditation and the capacity to actually access the GCSIDS DAEs are experiencing long

gaps between conditional accreditation #relapproval of posiccreditation RPSP support, of up

to one to two years, as describedBox IV -2. In the absence of RPSP support, several DAEs have
received support from other organizations, such abltlited States Agency for International
DevelopmentYSAID) Climate Ready project in the Pacific. As a respondent from one SIDS
national DAE summedit p: fAGetting accreditation is one tF
gui de capacity breeyapacdy canstraimseoflSIDS are also discussed further in
Chapter \/

Box IV-2. Postaccreditation RPSP support for SIDS®

Fiji Development Bank (FDB). The FDB experienced a tweear gap between Board accreditation and
RPSP support for pipelinelated apacity development (Board accreditation in October 2017;
accreditation master agreemeigned in November 2018; RPSP proposal submitted in May 2019 and
approved in October 2019). Nearly three years after accreditation, in August 2020, the FDB fsd its
funding proposal approved by the Board.

Micronesia Conservation Trust. The Trusthad a nearly twayear gap between Board accreditation and
postaccreditation support through the RPSP (Board accreditation in July 2017; RPSP proposal subl
August D18 and approved in April 2019). In May 2020, MCT submitted its first SAP

Ministry of Finance and Economic Management (MFEM) of the Cook IslandsMFEM was accredited
in October 2018 and has mtbmittedRPSP granpostaccreditation.

Protected Areas Conservation TrustThe Trustexperienced a oRgear gap between accreditation and
the approval of RPSP support for meeting its accreditation conditions; strengthening its capacity to |
design and implement prgjts; and drafting its entity work programme (Board accreditation in Octobe
2018; RPSP proposal submitted in June 2019 and approved in OctoberM@1Bjusthas not yet
submitted &N or funding proposal to the GCF.

Source: IEU, 2019b; country caseusties (seénnex 4

Note: MFEM has three approved RPSP graagof July31st, 2020Two RPSP grants have been approved
before accreditation and one RPSP grant wasnited before accreditation but approved after its
accreditation.
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C. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. KEY FINDINGS

The emerging patterns in the portfolio of available AEs suggest that the current GCF model for
access and accreditation is a disadvantagé8 @ith lower capacity, experience or confidence to
access the GCF on their own.

National DAE access is extremely limited in SIDS. Just 4 of 40 SIDS have a national DAE. Less
than half of SIDS and only a third of LDC SID$ have nominated a national DAEational

entities nominated in SIDS have not succeeded in preparing and submitting accreditation
applications due to thin human resource capacity.

Regional DAEs cover most SIDS and are often preferred by SIDS. However, many regional DAEs
are overwhelmedith requests for both RPSP and project development relative to their staff
capacity. SI DS also face the Ilimitations of re

Staff from many | AEs report being disimghbenti vi
transaction costs for working with the GCF to pursue the smaller size projects that are typical for
SIDS. Some respondents from NDAs mentioned difficulties in finding an IAE willing to carry

forward a national priority project.

While the accreditatioprocess is perceived as too long, it is not the chief challenge that SIDS face
in accessing the GCF; instead, this challenge is lack of capacity to prepare GCF investment
proposals.

The RPSP is not currently systematically and efficiently bridging thégapeen the capacities
strengthened through accreditation and the capacities needed to prepare and implement a GCF
funded project. DAEs in SIDS are experiencing long gaps between Board accreditation and the
approval of postccreditation RPSP support. Ratal DAES in the Pacific report challenges in
accessing RPSP support to build their capacity.

2. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

The I EUbds synthesis of the GCF6és accreditation
improve the efficiency of thaccreditation process. This remains important for SIDS. The PSAA

could be an option for SIDS entities that only have the staff to handle one project at dtitme

only if the PSAA can accelerate the project cycle, from accreditation through to dishotrseme

The | EUb6s accreditati on s yaccteditaionisigppod forDAEsbe ¢ 0 mme
strengthened, including through devoting resources to build the capacity of new DAES to propose
projects to the GCF. This evaluation has shown that thispisaially critical for SIDS. The GCF

Secretariat should consider incorporating a milestmased release of funds 10N development

into RPSP grants for pr&ccreditation support. In practice, this would allow a small amount of

resources to be releasedX8Es upon Board accreditation for a specific use: preparation and

submission of £N.

The GCF Secretariat should consider opportunities to expand the roster-gtibigih RPSP

delivery partners, to enable regional DAES to prioritize support for prdgsetiopment and
implementation, given the human resource bottlenecks many of these entities are facing. The
Secretariat should also create a regional window through the RPSP to facilitate access to entity
support for regional DAES. (See also capacity ravemdations irChapter V)
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The GCF Secretariat should provide more fAmatch
enable IAEs to identify and develop the largerhbigrisk projects that they are uniquely accredited

for among the AEs available to SIDS. Once the GCF Board approves a policy on programmatic
approaches, the Secretariat should prepare clear policy guidance for AEs.
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ChapterV. THE GCFO S RAKDLIOIN SIDS

A. INTRODUCTION

. The @ of the GCF recognizes the urgency and seriousness of climate change and provides that the
Fund will considerthe needs of particularly vulnerable countries. This chapter reviews the relevance
and effectiveness of GCFqaresses, programmes and modalities for the individual needs of SIDS
and the urgency of required climate action. Specifically, it answers the following questions:

1 What role is the GCF playing in channelling new, additional, adequate and predictable ffinancia
resources? And to what extent has the GCF catdlglimate finance from and for SIDS, both
public and private?

1 Have GCF programmes and windows contributed to a pipeline of climate finance for SIDS?

To what extent are GCF procesga®grammes, funding windows and modalities responsive to
SIDS6 needs and the urgency of required clinm
for SIDS to successfully navigate them? Are

B. DATA AND ANALYSIS

1. CHANNELL ING NEW AND ADDITIONAL FINANCIAL RESOURCES INTO  SIDS

. The SIDS portfolio is relatively small, but with some interesting nuafites GCF Board has
approved 29 projects that include SIDS. The combined portfolio of these projects is USD 818
million, represerihg some 13 per cent of the total approved GCF resource$gbé®/-1), while
SIDS represent about a quarter of Géligible countries (40 of 154). SIDS have received
proportionately fewer resources than 8IDS on a peproject basis, but substantially more finance
than nonSIDS on a per capita basis (Feenex 5ChapterV).

. Co-financing of USD 1.248 billion has also been committed to SID®presenting a ratio of USD
1.6 cafinanced for every GCF dollathis issignificantly lower than the ebnancing ratios in GCF
non-SIDS projectsas well as in SIDS projects funded by the GEB:1) and the CIF (2.6:1) (see
Annex 5ChapteiVI). Bilateral agencies and MDBs have provided the majority of GEhaacing
for SIDS (seéAnnex 5ChapterV).

AA bit more flexihb Al n the regi acoeyueswo
concessionality, and the principle of agreedthere was a demand for innovative
mi ni mum, and how i financial instruments to catalyse investment
a bit more clarity here would be usetul. among SMEs. 0

- Respondent from a SIDS implementin - Respondent frora SIDSRPSP delivery
entity partner

. SIDS have received considerably more of their GCF allocations and €mancing via grants
when compared to norSIDS, with the remainder of GCF investments delivered via loansee
Annex 5ChapteV). This is the current approaeaindreflects the situation in many SID®here
external and domestic debt distress is a key barrier to accesshggamtriinance for climate
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action® The high proportion of grants is also tela to the fact thanore than 60 per cent of the

SIDS portfolio is used for adaptation (including crosscutting projects) 1 a higher proportion

than in norSIDS (sed-igureV-1). Nonetheless, the GCF is able to provide funding through a
variety of financial instruments, including noiebt instrument®’ Interviewees pointed out that
flexibility with concessionality, along with innovative financial instruments to csegdlyestments

in SIDS (in particular for the local private sector), are key. The GCF has not been able to fully
translate this into practice. The SIDS pipeline and approved projects are still narrowly focused on
grants or debt instruments. Given the specibntext of SIDS inthethree regions, a far more

nuanced approach might be necessary.
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Figure V-1.  Percentage of GCF investments in SIDS by area
Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, analygéite IEU Datalab

Most SIDSonly projects are singleountry, public sector projects (managed byDRihgsion of
Mitigation and AdaptatiodDMA)) (seeFigureVIl-2).

TableV-1. Total approved resources for SIDS and n@1DS

NUMBER OF | APPROVEDGCF | AS APERCENTAGE

CO-FINANCING
CATEGORY APPROVED RESOURCES OF TOTAL APPROVED

PROJECTS (USDMILLION) GCFRESOURCES

(USDMILLION)

Projects with SIDS only 25 756 12% 1,180
Projects with SIDS and nen 4 408 total 7% total 581
SIDS (nixed (62 for SIDS) (1% for SIDS)

Projects with nofSIDS only 114 5,061 81% 13,175
Total 143 6,224 100% 14,936

Source: Tableau Server data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.

Note: The above table shows the projects with SIDS only, mixed andHa8 only. Project cdinancing
for the SIDSonly categories is USD 1,18fillion. Overall cefinancing in SIDS, including the
portion of SIDS cefinancing components in mixed projects is USD 1,&84on.

. Approved and disbursed funding varies substantially among individual SIDS and regions (see
Annex 5Chapter V). Thirty of the40 GCFeligible SIDS have an approved G@ded project. A
further 10 of these 30 SIDS are only covered by rudltintry projects, and 7 are among those with
the lowest (or no) disbursement rate (8@@ex 5ChapterV). The majority of approved and
disbursed resources have so far been for the Pacific region, followed by the Caribbean region

66 OECD, 2018.
67 Decision GCHB.04/07 andGCF/B.04/06Business Model Frameworkinancial Instruments . The document

the following options amstruments, grantgoncessional lending, guarantees and equity investments.
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(seeFigure V-2). The higher amount for the Pacific reflects a larger number of approved projects
(13, compared to 9 and 7 for the Caribbean and elspectively), as well as slightly larger project
sizes on average, which is drivienpart by the greater use of IAEs in the region.

g AlS ) 79%

-05) USD 156 milions

a Caribbean 91%

a USD 260 millions

wn

Pacific 50%

USD 402 millions

> sIDS 69%

2§ USD 818 millions

=]

8 o Non-SIDS 82%

v USD 5406 millions

o% 10% 20% 30% 4,0% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

% of GCF investments (USD millions)
Status M Disbursed amount Awaiting disbursment

Figure V-2.  Percentage of disbursement in SIDS by region and by country category
Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, analygéaelEU DatalLab

. Although the overall portfolio is relatively strong, SIDS are comparatively underrepresented
in the pipeline. As shown inTableV-2, SIDS represent just 12 per cent of pipeline funding
proposals and 17 per cent of pipeline CNse pipeline in AIS SIDS is the least robustwith an
overall average of 2.0 projects compared ith 4.2 projects in the Caribbean and 4.7 projects in
the Pacific. Across all regionsyery few pipeline projects are with private sectorentities (see
Annex 5ChapteV; see als@hapter VI).

. Interviewees in the countries have pointed out that, while some ceumoljyamming exercises
helped build a pipelinestakeholders are concerned about the robustness of such a country
programming approach and the resulting pipeline.The development of CNs is not attracting
interest from potential AEs who might bring these concepts to the GCF and manage their
implementatio successfully. Others may even be left behind after the completion of country
programming at the national level.

TableV-2. Proportion of SIDS projects in the GCF pipeline, by stage

HPPROYED APELIE PIPELINE WITHDRAWN/
COUNTRIES FUNDING FUNDING PiPELINE CN N [ e
PROPOSALS PROPOSALS
Total projects 143 91 316 18 222
SIDS 17% 12% 17% 6% 22%
Non-SIDS 80% 81% 81% 94% 76%
Mixed 3% 2% 2% 0% 2%

Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 00, analysed by the IEU DataLab.

Note: Mixed projects include SIDS and n&1iDS; funding proposals/CNs and project ideas with no
country attached are excluded from this analysis. Although SIDS represent a higher proportion of
withdrawn or lapsed projecta closer examination of these data show that is because one SIDS

submitted and withdrew a large number of CNs in 2017.

©IEU | 43



10.

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GREEN CLIMATE
FUND'S INVESTMENTS IN SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES
Final report Chapter V

Cook lslands

Fiji

Kiribati

Barchall [hands
Micronesia

Mauru

Mive

Palau

Papua Mew Guinea
Sanmoa

Salomon |slands
Timoar-Leste

Tanga

Tuvalu

Wanuatu

Antigua and Barbuda
Baharmas

Barbados

Belize

Cuba

Dominica
Dominican Republic
Grenada

Guyana

Haiti

Jlamaica

Saint Kitts and Mevis
Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent & Grenadines
Suriname

Trinidad and Tobago
Bahrain

Cabo Verde
Cormdanas
Guinea-Histau
Maldives

Mauritivs

a0 Tome and Principe

Seychelles
Singapore

Pacific

Caribbean

AlS

L=}
=
k

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Approved projects Pipeline projects

L]
1l

Figure V-3.  Approved and pipeline projects by individual G&Higible SIDS
Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, analygéite IEU Datalab

2. RESPONSE TO THE URGENCY OF CLIMATE ACTION

Although project approval has been faster, on average, in SIDS than in ne®IDS, the full

PAP and the SAP are both widely perceive as taking too long to be considered responsive to

the urgency of climate action in SIDSAs shown inFigureV-4, approval for SIDS projects takes
approximately 6 mois for mediurssized projects and 9 months for small projéatentrary to the
expectation that smaller projects should be simpler and faster to approve. However, median approval
time for both smal and mediunrsized projectss about 70 daykessin SIDSthan it is in norSIDS.

These processing times are faster relative to the overall GCF portfolwdvagarded by

stakeholders and respondents as being too (#lowex 2.
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Figure V-4.  Time taken from submission of funding proposal to Board approval across project
size for SIDS and nofSIDS

Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by thedEllab.
Note: Only smalt and mediunrsized projects were used for the comparisecaus@3 ofthe 25 SIDS
only projects are smaland mediurrsized. Both PAP and SAP projects are included.

Overall, SIDS respondents reported similar concerns for the GCIPAPsto thosedescribed in

t he | EUO®6 BRandeSAR raview. Fhese include (a) duration of the overall processes; (b) the
granularity of detailed design required prior to approval, compared to other funders; and (c) the
nature of the review process, Wi high volume of comments from the GCF, which at times are
contradictory and create an imbalance between the demandhie@CF for rapid responses from
countries (i.e. within 48 hours) with slower response times from the GCF itself. Pacific, Caribbean
and global interviewees pointed out that these inefficiencies require more project development
resources than for other climate and multilateral funds, without achieving more robust or technically
superior proposals. There are two specific GCF modalifiegarest to SIDS (the SAP and i),

but both fare poorly.

a. Simplified approval process

The SAP modality is seen as highly relevant for SIDS but not yet sufficiently simplified to
accelerate climate action in SIDSInterviewees recalled that SIDS wenmong the original

champions of the SAR international discussions andtdions As the IEU SAP review fourfd,

there was a general expectation (even from some Board members) that the SAP modality would be
used for countries that have limited capacitiedasign and implement GCF projects, such as SIDS
and LDCs. Interviewees in this evaluation expressed hope that the SAP would help address the
urgency of climate change in SIDS. The SAP was also seen as a modality for ensuring outer island
communities couldiet muchneeded resources via a smaller and simpler mechanism, or to upscale
previous successful projects with less effort. Yet, the IEU SAP review found tretripidied

68 |EU, 2020c.
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process was not significantly shorter than regular project approval; the SARies simplified
nor fastnor focused on the scaling up of projects

Although SIDS have been underepresentedin the SAP relative to expectations (just three
projects approved), SIDS are expanding their SAP pipelineAmong SIDS, the proportion of
SAP prgects has increased to 31 per cent in the pipeline, up from just 12 per cent of projects
approved (sefnnex 5ChapterV). Regional DAEs in SIDS are particularly lookitggthe SAP
given their accreditation levels and capacities, and in higher proportions than{8i®nas
shown inFigureV-5. However, many national and regional D&Eeported difficulties even in
preparing SAP project proposals because the SAP requires a similar level of preparation and

appraisal as a full proposal. Interviewees from DAEs reported pushback from the GCF Secretariat

on the omission of optional annexeghe SAP templatee(g.,for ESS).

S5IDS | ok

Man-510% %

o% 10% 20% 0% 4o0%  sSo%  Go%  jo%%  Bo¥  go% 100%

Project's AE modality
Unidentified M International Regional Maticnal

Figure V-5. Proportion of approved and pipeline SAP projects associated with IAEs and
DAEs

Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, analygéte IEU DataLab

b. Request forproposal programmes

The requestfor proposal (RfP) programmes have not been successful in developing a project
portfolio or pipeline for SIDS and have not responded urgentlyTwo such funding proposals
have been approved in SIDSne under the Mobilizing Funding at Scale pilot programme and the
secad as an BA project, as shown iRigureV-6.

EDA SIDS _ .;Kifri)till(ii;:wn/Lapsed
MFS  sIDS -
non-sios [
Mixed -
MSME siDS .1
non-sio |
Mixed .1
REDD SIDS .
+RBP

Figure V-6.  Approved and pipeline P projects in SIDS and othezountries

Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU Datalab.
Note: Eight pipeline RFPs have no countries identified. REDD+ RBP refers to the pilot programme for
REDD+ resultsbased payments.
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15. The Micro, Smalt andMedium sized Enterprises (MSME) pilot programme was launched with the
explicit intention to allocate at least USD 100 million for developing countries that are particularly
vulnerable to climate change, including LDCs, SIDS and African Statesi.oBBIDS MSME
projects have been approved, and only one is in the pipelinghis reflects, in part, other broader
challenges in engaging the private sector in these countries (s&halser VI).

16. The RfP EDA modality is perceived to be highly relevant for SIDSas it (a) offers an
opportunity to work at the grassotslevel with local communities, indigenous populations and the
local private sector, and to leverage traditional knowledge and practices on how to adapt to climate
change; and (b) is closer to how some DAEs normally weik on grantingo local communies
andcivil society organizationgdS09). The majority of SIDS DAEs consulted for this evaluation
were either considering or pursuing the EDA modality.

17. However,guidance on EDA has been a long time cominguidance for DAEs on how the
preparation of EDAprojects may differ from other projects is currently being drawn up by the GCF
Secretariat team working on EDAa team that was formexhly in 2020 nearly five years after the
Board approval of the EDA modality. Multiple entities a¢gsgressedoncersthat the GCF
reporting requirements may make it challenging to engage with many small organizations, as they
see a disconnect between the perceived procedural complexities of the GCF and the practicalities of
making the money flow down to grassotsorganizations that have low administrative capacity.
The Secretariat shathese concerrn® some extengiven that a larger number of entities would
report on oneingle GCFHunded EDAprojectand themonitoring and accountability framewohias
yet to be flly operationalizedThe approved SIDS EDA, implemented by the Department of the
Environment in Antigua and Barbuda, has progressed slowly due to the differing levels of readiness
in the CSOs of the three participating countries, and also due to poktidities €.9.,change of
administration in Dominica and a freeze on hiring civil servants in Grenada).

3. CONTRIBUTION OF GCF PREPARATORY PROGRAMMES TO THE SIDS
PIPELINE

a. Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme

18. SIDShave received an appropriate proportion of RPSP fundingSome USD 59.3 million has
been approved for 36 SIDS, as showidbleV-3, representing 22 per cent of totdP &P funds
approved for all countries. Considering the smaller size of SIDS and the fact that individual RPSP
grants are on average smaller for SIDS, this proportion compares favourably with the proportion of
SIDSamongGCFeligible countries (26 per cent).

19. The level of resources approved and disbursed, however, varies significantly among SIDS
countries and regions.The AIS SIDS have received proportionately less RPSP funding, while
Caribbean SIDS have received proportionately more. Some individual 819SAhtigua and
Barbuda, Dominica, and Haiti) have more than USD 4 million in approved RPSP grants, while
others (Maldives, GuineBissau, Suriname) have less than USD 500,000saex 5ChapterV).

The disbursement of the RPSP, however, is limited, with only 43 per cent having been disbursed.
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TableV-3.

RPSP funding approved and disbursed in SIDS regions (U&ion)

Number of SIDSwith RPSP 17%
grantsin each region as a

percentage of all GCEligible

SIDSwith the grant

Approved (USD million) 5.8
As a percentage of SID&al 10%
Disbursed (USD million) 2.0
As a percentage of SIDS total 8%

44%

35.6
60%
15.4
60%

3%

17.9
30%

8.4
33%

Source: Fluxx RPSP data, as of 31 July 2020, asadioy the IEU Datalab.

Note:

100%

59.3
100%
25.8
100%

Numbers in parenthesis denote the number of SVHISRPSP grantsThere may be rounding errors.

In the RPSP, the two mechanisms most directly linked to building the pipelin® amuftry
programme and entity work programmevelopment, and) pipeline or CN development (as
discussed below). Of the 35 SIDS to have received RPSP grants to develop country programmes,
only five have submitted them to the GCF Secretariat. TwientySIDS have approved RPSP
grant(s) that have outcomes related to CN deveéoy (see Annex EhapteV).

L. Country and entity work programmes

Overall, the evaluation team reached the same conclusion as a Pacific SIDS stakeholder who

opinedthatit her e i s
whet her or not

no

correlati

(0]

n between a
t h e yln SiD& that hdvel3I€vEIppedocaryopyograntmes) the

countr

process has often revealed a lack of mature and invesgread project ideas, as well as the need
for further capacitybuilding and technical support to help proponents identify and prepare

projects®® One interviewee from a regionaln t i t vy

cal

ed

SIDS6l ceuBbDr Yy

Country studies also revealed instances where priority projects recently identified in the country
programme pipeline were not being pursued, or where the NDA was unaware of the status of the
project wit the AE. These issues call into question how strategically developed the identified

pipelines really are.

Regional DAEs in the Caribbean and Pacific further stated that a strong understanding of GCF
processes and requirements is required for developiolgust pipeline, anduchanunderstanding

is not yet fully developed among some SIDS stakeholders. Interviewees also stated that pipelines in
country programmes are not necessarily developed with AE participhitiliages among entity

work programmes,°country p

rogrammes

and

S linkz&ubtry pasep e | i n e

studiesTheevaluation also found a lack of clarity around the objectives of the GCF country
programmeasalsopointed out in the 2019 IEU evaluation of country ownersBgme

interviewees perceived the country programme as an investment plan for the GCF. With limited
human resources available to develop plans, and substantial flows of donor finance relative to GDP,
multiple SIDS saw greater value in comprehensive climate financeipdpue., across all climate

69 Key informant interviewsAcclimatise, 2020.

O Three of four natinal SIDS DAEs, and all nine regional DAES, have submitaily workprogrammegAnnex 5

ChaptetV).
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finance delivery channels). Country programmes therefore continue to have limited relevance in
SIDS and in the development of the GCF pipeline.

Il.  Support for development of concept notes

Continued support for the developmentoNs i s critical to building
All SIDS have human resource limitations due to their small size, and many SIDS, especially the
lessdeveloped countries, also report a lack of technical capacity to write CNs. For many DAEs and
countries, the GCF ahur,thithewofdsa dbne redpondeht frdmear c o
Pacific DAE. For these reasottise explicit inclusion of support for CN development in the

RPSP 2.0 Strategy was appreciated by interview respondents in SIDS¢luding NDAs and

DAEs. The effectiveness of this will become evident in the future.

Some SIDS stakeholders note shortcomings, however, in the effectiveness of RPSP grant
delivery. The survey of SIDS stakeholders showed that 45 per cent of respondagteetisthat the
GCF Secretariatds offers of support to SIDS
Annex 2. Interviewees noted that RPSP delivery pars or their consultants often deliver training
for CN development through multiay workshops, but these are seen by those involved to be
insufficient for strengthening the capacities of country stakeholders to developCBgproach

based ontechnicalaccompanimerit such as a longgerm engagement with mentors or perhaps a
writing labi wasproposed as being more effective capacity development for building CNs. Yet,
interviewees report that this is not typically how consultant TORs are packageoharadted by
RPSP delivery partners.

The GCF has introduced a new TA modality undel

t hhe. IR P.S P tha t—oanm[()dEpimderd €s and advise on what was needed to move the
tec nlca} assistance toAEsan s tor ] project forward but not get into the details or
developing strong Concept Notes and associated guide [the DAE] to do the studies or build

PPF applicationseée thr ol parnershipswith universities or othenat ! I I 1
including online and iperson training and could mobilize the t

i mproved guidance a%fde _Respondentfrom SIDSNDA ).
TA modality has had limited application so far in

SIDS, with two DAESs receiving it and one DAE

declining it after learning more about the offeor SIDS, the TA modality is too geared towards
advisory support (e.g.,processrelated advice) rather than meeting their needs for writing or
preparing the analyses needed to develo@Ns. In this way, it assumes a certain level of
capacity and staff numbers that do not exist in many SIDS.

A The offer ojusttdddme u

" DocumentGCF/B.22/08 Readiness and Preparatory Supjisdgramme: strategy for 2012021 and work programme
2019, 1 February 2019.
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Box V-1. GCF Secretariat role in supporting capacity and pipeline developmergIinS

One of the most common themes among key interviewees from SIDS as well as DAEs, is that the
regional desk staff in the Secretariat are highly responsive and appreciatebhterviewees from all three
regions described their contact points in the GCBetsy quick to respond to their queries, knowledgea
in their adviceandflexible in their willingness to generate solutions. A Caribbean interviewee stated,

Awhat | have found to be wuseful is thattstinhe
terms of prompting us, giving us signals in terms of the right time to do things, and how to pitch thin
how to respond to requirements. That has bee

Interviewees in all three regions alBsmphasized thdaceto-face opportunities facilitated by the GCF
Secretariat accelerate momentumThe most common references were to the GCF regional Structure
Dialogues. €Fst af f attendance at SI DSO6 regional me:
provided in South Korea or a regional centre or, in one instancepintry. These were described as key
moments where GCF staff gained an understanding of countigxt®nvhen NDAs and country decision
makers could convene to plan together (such
exploration of joint programme optionsind to access GCF guidance on how to define or packabea
be aceptable to the GCF proposal review process.

Many country interviewees called for a regional presence in SID® help deepen the understanding o
regional and national contexts and to overcome time zone issues. The fact that GCF regional mana
included $DS nationals €.g.,Jamaica, Cook Islands) is viewed positively by countries and as being
helpful for understanding the unique context of SISziew of the respondentde current regional
presencalsoprovidesopportunities for learningnd replicabn of successful implementation in other
contexts At the same time, the GCF retraction of regional agigigvas perceived as a regressive step to
working effectively with SIDS. As noted in the benchmarking analysis, some multilateral agencies hi
been hcreasing their regional presence, which has reportedly led to good results.

The S| DASregion is facing particular challenges with respect to supporting capacity and pipeline
development.Interviewees raised concerns with respect to considerationB%® Rrants and access to ¢
wider range of regional and national AEs. The projects in the AIS are largely reliant on inteA&stelth
light of that, the project pipeline for the AIS regialsoremains weak. It was also noted that the GCF
overseesSIDS in the AIS region through multiple regional desks; while some countries are covered b
Africa, others are included in Asia. Given that the AlIS category consists of countries from disparate
regions, the current GCF regional desk approach is unable to aohsdeterests of AIS countries in a
cohesive manner.

b. Project Preparation Facility

26. In terms of potentiakome SIDS, DAEs and IAEs see theFF as an important tool for
advancing SIDS project concepts through the funding proposal stageespecially for ESS,
stakeholder and gender analyses and feasibility studies. But there is not yet enough experience to
say whether there is guaranteed succettwatnd of the PPF process. Only 4 of 31 projects that
have accessed the PPF have been in SIDS (two for IAEs and two for regional DAEs), and no SIDS
projects that have received PPF have yet been approveéir(ser 5ChapterV/). However,
compared to noisIDS (32 per cent of PPF proposals in the active pipeline), SIDS (53 per cent of
PPF proposals in the active pipeline) have a higher percentage of PPF proposalstinethe a
pipeline at the stage of CN review and clearance. It is therefore possible for the role of the PPF in
SIDS to increase in the near future. Nonetheless, the presence of the PPF either at the approved
status or in the active pipeline is minimal in &i& compared to other SIDS regions. The AIS
currently has zero approved PPF proposals and even if all the PPF proposals in the active pipeline
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get approved, the AIS will still have the lowest proportion of PPF projects among the SIDS regions
(seeFigureV-7).

" g AlS (5) 60% [ 40% |
% ‘SCaribbean (10) NSOV [ 20% I |
= Pacific (8) IS5 V0N 25% [ 38% [13% |
< SIDS (22) DTSV 23% [ 18% [ 36% %]
o= Mixed (1) 100% |
& Non-SIDS (63) ISV ] 167 | 0% 5% ]
& _ﬁ 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% $O% 60% 70% 8o0% 9o% 100%
v
Status of PFF proposal %of PPFproposal
o [ Disbursed Withdrawn

% O Concept note cleared
210 Concept note review
O Inactive

Figure V-7.  Percentage of PPF proposals by status

Source: Tableau Server data, as of 31 July 2G#talysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: Numbers inparenthesedenotethe number of PPF proposal$iere may be rounding errors.

Feedback was mixed on the efficiency andccessibilityof the PPF.Those that have received

PPF support (country stakeholders and regional DAES) reported that the PPF is highly responsive
once the CN is approved by the Climate Investment Committee, especially if the PPF application is
submitted prior to CN approval. Indke instances, such as for Belize, the PPF appears to be well
integrated with CN review and approviiterview espondents from countries and regional DAEs
concurred with the | EU6s ESS evaluation that t
processing times, are far too long to effectively and efficiently assist AEs in the timely preparation

of high-quality, bankable projects, although interviews also indicated that these times have begun to
decrease. As a benchma eduivaem ispudt mtio heCGN,prodesseath€rE F 6 s
than separated into two proces&es.

Although SIDS report substantial challenges in preparing SAP proposals, whether or not the

PPF for the SAP is being deprioritized by the Secretariat is not clearMultiple SIDS DAEs

have requested PPF assistance for the SAP. In one case, an entity reported being advised by the
Secretariat to seek support from a bilateral agency to develop an SAP proposal in lieu of a PPF
proposal. In interviews, some GCF Secretariat shkidfiot view SAP project development as the

most relevant use of PPF, given that preparation is supposed to be easier for this modality. Instead,
the Secretariat is developing a TA modality for funding proposal developnoietring more

specialized skift than those offered through t6&l TA support under the RPSRwhich is hopedo
alsospeed up SAP preparation.

4. KEY CHALLENGES FOR SIDSIN MEETING NEEDS URGENTLY

Although the GCF must respond urgently to the needs of vulnerable countries such as SIDS,
two kinds of challenges remain: (1) lack of capacity for preparing project CNs and funding
proposals to the GCF standardand (2) difficulties related to demonstrating the difference
between climate action and development intervention3.hese challenges weneost frequently
raised in interviews with country and DAE stakeholders and were ranked as the top two most
significant challenges in the SIDS stakeholder surveyAseex 2.

2|EU, 2020a.
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30 Both SI DS6 governments and DAEs | ack the capac
Similar to concerngaised inChapter 1V.B.4 capacityconstrainialso remains a challengath
respect to the relevance and effectiveness of GCF processes and modalities to address the climate
urgency in SIDSThis capacity constraint has three dimensions:

1  Lack of human resourcesThe DAEs have very small staff complements, as presented earlier
in TablelV-4. The NDAs lack available personnel due to small govenmitnedgets and
ministries. Many government staff have
multiple roles, which do not allow for adequat:
time a_nd SpeCia”Z_ation i.n dealing with GCF that there is only one person or something
compliance. This issue is especially responsible for ever
constraining in SIDS microstates. Climate  [with the] individuals technically, but they
induced migration is also fu@ig the lack of have too much on their platés
human resources in SIDS. Economic migratic . respondent frora SIDSAE
iS @ common occurrence across developing
countries the world over, but emigration rates
in SIDS are compounded by the exgeowing effects of climate change. This has led to many
SIDS sufferingdibr ain draino effect, with many poten

iltos nhhe | ack of ca

1 Competency issuednterviewees noted that some SIDS NDAs do not yet have the capacity to
write an RPSP proposal without external support, especially in LDC SIDS.

1  Shortcomings related to dependence on consultantg/hile capacities and sufficient staff
numbers remain low, many turn to consultants for CN developimeith or without RPSP
support’ But this has its own shortcomings.
As noted inChapter IV, there are few people in
the SIDS regions who understand how to writ

. same international consultants to write CNs,
GCF CNs anaddress GCF requirements but that leaves a gap. Because once you

consultantsd work of  gypmit, who will respond if you only pay the > C F
standards. Also,congulant s®6 TORS consultant to do the

not keep them available to the countries after are relatively new, so you still get consultant
the submission of the CN, so countries and withdevd opment mental it
DAEs find themselves unable to respond to understand climate rationale. But countries
detailed review sheets from the GCF dondt hae¢eCauahoies
Secretariat. Most s 9etfustatead

support by locahnd international consultants - Réspondent from SIDSDAE

for the preparation of RPSP proposals.
Ut i | i zinffiyg ufi fol yx o n s u {off tainings preaemtd serousehallenges for
building sustainable capacity, a concern that was raised by respondents fronaiDASs
deliverypartnersandby consultants themselves.

fiYou find most of oufSIDS] going to [the]

(terna

31. A key message from interviewees was that in SIDS, and especially LDC SIDS and microstates,
the provided support must eventually improve the capacities of people in SIDS to do the work
themselveswhether that worlks to prepare CNs or to implement projects. The raetysis of
ot her age n c iofeaheidSIDS partbliosshowved ahe gitfalls of overeliance on training as
a form of capacitybuilding in SIDS; realistic human resource strategies that coratiaer options

73 To subsidize the cost of accessing GCF funditiygropartners such athe New ZealanMinistry of Foreign Affairs
and Tradeand theUSAID Climate Ready programein the Pacific SIDS have been providingubstantial
complementary suppgiitcluding the funding o€onsultant suppofor SIDS and their DAEfor CN development and
review, through to actuéiinding proposatlevelopment.
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such as filling gaps through outsourcing or professional development were successful for SIDS
(Annex 3. Interviewees reported that in cases where SiIB& been able to benefit from more than

a year of RPSP support for embedding an &difistheir ministries, there is evidence of growing
capacity and accelerated access to the GCF; this has been particularly evident in Belize (and
Vanuatu). But concerns were raised about whether governments will be able to absorb the cost of a
staff memberdedicated to the GCF after the RPSP ends, especially with high government debts and
hiring freezes in the Caribbean, small government budgets in all SIDS, and now the-C®VID
pandemic.

The lack of available historical data needed is also a constrainingdtor for SIDS in preparing
project proposals to the GCF standard. A major concern for SIDS in developing projects to
the GCF standard is difficultiesin separating climate action from development interventions
and the frequent lack of available historicalclimatological data.

Al understand [t hebased;scienedased ng ¢
organization. We just donét hay
years of historical data to come up with a climate rationale. And as m
as we have readinedssh er e are certain thin
[we need] an understanding from the Secretariat and Board of how w
bridge the gap, recognizing that we have 10 years to bridge this gap.
itdéds PPF for one year [ towmetapmdette
and if you only have capacity t
projects in the time wedre tolc

- Respondent frora SIDSDAE

The limited availability of climate and socioeconomic data and research for SIBSraguired

scale (e.g. national or even local scales) has been acknowledged by the IPCC, as well as by other
prominent organizations and academic paffdrsinterviews, many SIDS stakeholders explained

that they do not have (or only have in paper regondhich requires human resource investment to
convert into machineeadable data) the historical climatological data required for a funding
proposal with the GCF. Some countries and entities are using the RPSP, PPF or components of
projects to meet thisada gap, which can result in an additional mydtar delay for project

preparation.

Data availability varies by individual SIDS, based to some extent on size and resources, according to
interviewees anthelEU6 s  datamnalysis. The IEDataLablookedat more than 10 historical
climatedata sourcess well as vulnerability and risk iigts and found that not one of the data sets
coveredall 40 GCFeligible SIDS. Such a gap therefore accentuates the lack chatzasibilityin

SIDS (sed-igureV-8).

74 Nurse et al., 2014; OECD ahtorld Bank, 2016; Kuruppu and Willie, 2015; Robinson, 2018.

©IEU | 53



35.

36.

37.

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GREEN CLIMATE
FUND'S INVESTMENTS IN SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES
Final report Chapter V

g Climatic Research Unit I —— () 8%/0
g .

= Delaware University — 0 %0

g

2 World Bank I —— ) 0 %)

¢ Climatic Research Unit 98%
2

@©

@ Delaware University 50%

5

F World Bank 90%

Notre Dame Global Adaptation Initiative
Country Index

German Watch Climate Change [ndex s — 3 506

BUndnis Entwicklung Hilft: World Risk
Water Index
UNDESA Economic Vulnerability Index

| 9
Data 95%

Vulnerability/risk indicators

UNEP Environmental Vulnerability Index s q 500

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 9o% 100%
% of GCF-eligible SIDS (total:40) covered by dataset

Figure V-8. Percentage of GCfeligible SIDS (total: 40) covered by historical climatological
data andvulnerability/risk indicators

Source. Climatic Research Unit Temperature and Precipitation Data (2019); Delaware University
Temperature and Precipitation Data (2017); World Bank Temperature and Precipitation Data (2019);
Notre Dame Global Adaptation Iratiive Country Index (2017); German Watch Climate Change
Index (2019); Biindnis Entwicklung HilftWorld Risk Water Index (2019); UNDESA Economic
Vulnerability Index Data (2019); and UNEP Environmental Vulnerability Index (2004).

One alternative strategy ing pursued by the Antigua and Barbuda Department of Environment is a
broader effort to do baseline data collection to inform project development, outside of the context of
an individual projectLack of data also may affect the types of projects that SID&re able to

bring forward. For example, in Belize, interviewees stated that one of the reasons that the country
has brought forward multiple agricultural projects to the G@Rd none, for instance, on coastal
ecosystem restoratidnis that the formerds more concrete data available, lending itself to slightly
easier project preparation and demonstration of expected results.

Given the context scale.g.,national or even local scales) of SIDS, interviewees have highlighted
that a separation betweenngtite action and development interventions is difficult to realize and
somewhaatrtificial. The current and potential funding amounts of G@kded projects dictate that
every project would reach a consideraflenberof beneficiaries and address the reductioGHfG
emissions, and realize direct and indirect economibestfits for the country, such as job creation,
increased household incomarsdsector development. In this liglimterviewees opined that
almosteve y cl i mate project would directly Iink t

Furthermore, interviewees pointed out that the separation between mitigation and adaptation also
has limits when projects are implemented on the ground. For instance, providing rereneatpye

to SIDS not only reduces emission levels, but most importantly helps to build resilience within the
communities by providing households access to interrwfiteanenergy. A transportation project
using locally built boats would not only providdosv-emission mode of transportation, but help to
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provide ways of connecting local communities and markets with one another, reduce transaction
costs for others, and buitd) more resilient communities (sé@mnex 5ChapterV1).

. Box V-2 provides additional perspectives on climate vulnerability and the difference between
climate action ath development interventions.

Box V-2. Perspectives on climate vulnerability and the separation of climate action and
development in SIDS

AWe have a fine |Iine in the PadévélapmentbTdd [Raeifecn
SIDS] are prone to disasters. When we look at water security, it is a fine line between what is climat
change and what is poor managemestdantry. Look at Vanuatu, just hit again with a cyclone and all
water security is dow he system was poor before, and climate change is making it worse. So how
make a response to only the climate change impacts and not the wider sustainable solutions? Itis
stay within those boundaries. We understand what the purpose ts laltquliease be flexible in defining
what is responding to climate change and what is just sustainable development. The regional GCF |
understands well, but the [DMA] task managers that deal with countries around the world try to appl
guidelins consistently [and] it does not work f ol

AThe distinction between devel opment and ada
To go into a level of detail or datiiven analysis of risk for every dollar that GCF puts into a SiBxgbe
onerous and unnecessary to provide climate attribution. With SIDS [due to the urgency of climate ac
should not be a question we get stuck on. But we spend a lot of resources and money in project pre
to prove [climate] attributiorprojected [climate] impacts. It is important to ensure it is not maladaptati
But beyond that, it is excessive. We wish GCF was more comfortable with the uncertainty the rest o
worl d works with. o

AOf course, GCF has atermsaohhdvaittissmplernentedcwe ineed & lat moreB
flexibility [for SIDS, and especially in LDC SIDS]. Overlap should be tolerated, as long as there is a
Il i mate reason. 0

GCFb6s strict d-adusual basid needsof vulherablaipsivinsearsdghe additional
|l i mate needs of the population is too arbit

GCF should be I ess rigid i n i-inducedntédsandsustamable
development. Greater consideration shoulgjilen to the local circumstances when considering projec
funding The procurement of a boat for a mdtuntry project was rejected on the grounds of climate
rationale GCF were insistent on only leasing the boat despite this being detrimental togherion
sustainability of the project.o

oDt O Dt O

Source: Interviews with staff from DAESs, IAEs and development partners

.I'n contrast to the Didgsodd@uankyProgramimmngCRpregiona¢t ar i at
desksjnterviewees from SIDS described th&ecret ar i at 6 s t echniasal proje
sometimedacking knowledge of the specific context and challenges in SIDBhis was

reaffirmed by the results of the survey of SIDS stakeholders, in which more than a third of

respondents disagreed that the GCh&adat understands the specific context of SIDS Aseex

2). Numerous interviewees suggested that scoping missions and more time spent in the countries by
the GG~ Secretariateviewersand iTAP could help to contextualitgese assessments
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C. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. KEY FINDINGS

Since the launch of the GCF, the Board has approved 29 projects that include SIDS, for a total of
USD 818 million. Thigepresents a reasonable proportion of total approved finance, in consideration
of percapita representation. Substantially lesginance has been catafd for SIDS compared to
nonSIDS, however. Some 10 SIDS do not yet have projects with the GCF.

More than half of GCF resources approved for SIDS are for adaptation projects, consistent with the
guidance in th&l. SIDShave received considerably more of their GCF anfimancing via grants,
compared to noBIDS, whichmay correspond tehe adaptatin focus, vulnerabilityrofile and debt
sustainability issuesf SIDS. Some stakeholders, however, opined that more flexibility with
concessionality and more innovative financial instrumargseeded.

The GCHPAPs including the SAP, are widely percedsas being too long to be considered
responsive to the urgency of climate change in SIDS.

The GCF modalities are not effectjygven the climate urgencyhe SAP is highly relevant for
SIDS but not yet sufficiently simplifiedr used for upscalintp accéerate climate action. ThefR
programmes have not been effective in generating pipelines in SIDS, althourji® theEDA is
seen as highly relevant. Overall, SIDS have been mmplesentethroughout the stages of pipeline
development.

Lack of capacityto develop CNs and funding proposals to the GCF standard is the greatest

challenge that SIDS face in accessing GCF finance. SIDS appreciate and have accessed support for
CN development under RPSP 2Do we v er , t h €A f@® this is reothandsn anbuglsfor

SIDS, and the typical RPSP delivery partner model of training workshops does not build sustainable
CN development that has sufficient capac®iPS require an accompaniment approach.

Lastly, an additional related major concern for SIDS in dguah projects to the GCF standard is
the difficulty in separating climataterventiongrom development interventions and the frequent
lack of available historical climatological data.

2. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

The2020IEU review of the SARecommendshatthe Boarddevelop a strategipr the SAPwhile

focusing on processes that accelerate and simplify the project cycle, including ¢ogsidere

delegation of authority to the Secretariat. The $AdRlalityis critical for SIDS, givenits relevance,

and especially as the growth in theipjectpipelines is shifting towards the SAP. The efficiency of
the SAP wil/l be essenti al -toontryppopdsenteDABst i ng S

The GCF Secretariat should tailor support for CH amding proposal development, to reflect the
capaciy constraintof SIDS. Specifically, GCRunded capacifpuilding in SIDS should take more

of an accompaniment approach, providing human resources to wotlyssilde with government

and DAE staff to bild capacity over longer periods (months to years). Promoting the availability of
multi-year support for embedding adans in NDAs or making that support more easily accessible
(e.g. through a roster approach) would facilitate accompaniment. Supparhtoadres of local and
regional consultants on GCF requirements and terminology would also accelerate the availability of
the qualified support that SIDS need. In addition, support for human resource and dayitiitg

could be explicitly built intoivestments in SIDS (e.g. components or subcomponents of projects
that build this capacity while the projects are being set up and implemented). The need for
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innovative financial instrumentmndknowledgeshould also be considered farch aailored
appro&h.

The GCF should address concerns about data inaccessibility becommpaary delay or
completebarrier for GCF projects. The GCF Board and Secretariat should consider simplifying the
funding proposal template to allow SIDSdmssreference country programmansd planssuch as

NDCs, NAPs, IPCC reports or other equivalent analys@sercome data inaccessibili#n

extrapolation of learning from other countries and contexts could also help to prevent data becoming
a barrier this requires furtheregional approaches for knowledgearing and exchang®f lessons

learred
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Chapter VI. EFFECTIVENESSOHHEGCF O S

INTERVENTIONS IN SIDS

A. INTRODUCTION

. This chapter reviews the extent to which GCF support is effeictigtelivering sustainable results

and learning from those results. The question
broad and will speak to the following points: first, the broader perspectives of SIDS recipient and
country needs are addsesl; second, specific objectives laid out in thé @l particular, paradigm

shift, innovation, scaling up and replicatib@re analysed; and last, complementarity and coherence
with the climate finance landscape are reviewed. Using this evaluatiotherhapter addresses

the following questions:

T To what extent is the GCF6és portfolio in SID

1 Is the GCF meeting the objectives of the Paris Agreement in the SIDS portfolio? To what
extent are GCF investments hilizing potential for paradigm shifts within SIDS? Are GCF
investments replicable and scalable?

1 To what extent are GCF investments employing innovations in SIDS? And to what extent do
they support welkstablished local processes or knowledge?

1 Is GCF finace complementary and coherent with other climate finance delivery channels?
B. DATA AND ANALYSIS

1. EMERGING RESULTS

a. Expected and actual results

. Most GCF-funded projects in SIDS are still in startup or early phases of implementation.
While 84 per cent of all SIDS projects are under implementation, just 68 per cent of8ID®n
projects arémplementing activitiesThe median duration for all projects since implementation is
only 13 months. Of the 16 SIDS projects with annual peréorce reportéAPRS) half are in their
first year of implementation, and few impacts are yet repoaddx 5ChapteVI).
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TableVI-1. Median project duration since implementation, in number of months

NUMBER OF PROJECTS | MEDIAN DURATION IN

PROJECT CATEGORY | IMPLEMENTATION STATUS (% OF PROJECTS BY NUMBER OF MONTHS
CATEGORY) SINCE IMPLEMENTATION
SIDS Under implementation 21 (84%) 13
Not under implementation 4 (16%) 0
Mixed Under implementation 3 (75%) 9
Not under implementation 1 (25%) 0
Non-SIDS Under implementation 78 (68%) 16
Not under implementation 36 (32%) 0

Source: Tableau Server data, as of 31 J2Q20, analgedby the IEU Datalab

. Thus,it is premature to comprehensively assess the extent to which the GCF SIDS portfolio is
achieving intended results. Still, observations from country missions show emerging indications.
Correlatingvtese mMe@GEOval ues relative to the sme
total population, interviewees anticipate that GCF projects will generate ambitious impacts for SIDS
(segar ddigm shifto section bel ow)whileRheG@F t he GCF
approved funding proposal documentation may provide insights into targeted direct and indirect
beneficiaries (for adaptation) and emission reduction (for mitigation), and APRs upgaiteyoess

of implementation, none of the projects havbmiited interim and/or final evaluation reports that

may review impact targets and fulfilment of these in a rigorous evaluation apptdd®iRs do not

provide conclusive findings on the effectiveness of GCF interventions.

P

A projectds i rsdriledtdreudh elemmenta af the impsct gbtential section in its

funding proposal. This section should describe the potential of the project regarding its contribution

to the overall objective and the result areas of the Fivithter (including access and

availability, management, and sanitation) is one of the elements of potential impact described

by GCF funding proposalg’in SIDS, and at a much higher proportion than norSIDS (Annex
5ChapterVI). Water is a sectoral prioritMDCsdenti fi e
(FigureVI-1).Energyi s a wuni versal sectoral priority acro
(60 per cent) include expected results related to renewable energy. Infrastructure and climate
information services are also elements of potential impact frequently described by approved projects

in SIDS, with a stronger emphasis on infrastructure in the Pagificgx 5ChapteV/1).

> The evaluation team has reviewed funding proposal documentation and APRs with respect to the evaluation criteria
used, including the question of effectiveness. These insights have been usgaf®weith stakeholders in the country, the

AEs and the Secretariat during the country missions.

®“The Fundo6s result areas are descri bed H.06/03t Foeadaptatisny | t s Ma
they include health, food and water segufitvelihoods of peoples and communities; ecosystems and ecosystem services;
infrastructure and built environment. For mitigation, they include energy generation and access; transport; forests and land
use; and buildings, cities, industries and appliances

"7 Elements of potential impact are expressed in a cospdific approach by each AE in section E.1 of the funding

proposal, relevant to the description of the investment criteria impact potential. As per the operational and programming
manual, AEs are rpiested to define impacts using these elements of potential impact and linking them to the GCF
objectives and result areas. For this, an AE can use the guiding questions for assessing their impact potential, which link
directly to the PMFs of adaptationcamitigation. The IEU DatalLab has extracted all elements of potential impact at a
portfolio level to further investigate the potential impacts of the Fund.

©IEU | 59



INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GREEN CLIMATE
FUND'S INVESTMENTS IN SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES
Final report- Chapter VI

c

o Energy -
*é Transportation 72% 100%
& Land use-land use change-forestry 72%

a Agricultural 72%

© Water 69%

© Cross-cutting area 69%

S Coastal zone 66%

§ Disaster risk management 55%

8 Waste 52%

z 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 9o%

% of SIDS (30) with the NDC stated needs

Figure VI-1. NDC sectoral classifications with more than 50 per cent GEkgible SIDS

Source: Nationally Determined Contribution Partnership (2019) data set, as of 31 Julya?@®Bed by the
IEU Datalab.

Note: Data only covethe 30 out of 40 GCrteligible SIDS with a GCF projeddumber inparentheses
denotesthe number of GCFeligible SIDS included in the graph. The full version of the graph can be
found inAnnex 5ChapterVI.

. Our analysis of impact potential elements has shown that fdewer projects in SIDS expect to

generate results related to food security, fisheriegcosystems protection and transportation,
despite the importance of these areas to SI DSO
and their relationship to frequently identified priority NDC sectors.” This was observed in the

| EUO6 s a riuadiny popasaldarf particular on sectioB.1, which describes the impact

potentiali and the analysis of NDCs in SIDS (g&enex 5ChaptefVI) in combination with the

result area of GCF projectSonsideringGCF &6 s y oung p-drivenfipproacho priorityount r
setting, country planning and linking to project developmemd ginciple of complementarity and
coherencethe GCFmay notaddress all priorities mentioned through the N[@€Ca time

Furthermore, NDCs are being updated over time and may not best describe the current priorities of a
country. However, the GCF should papt countries in these efforvser time relieving thenof

potential barriers that hinder their ability to bring forward projects in response to country needs.
Giventhe currenBIDSpor t f ol i o, u nautioff date,d& groupol neddsiexpssido n 6 s
through the NDCs were not addressed acrasgtrtfolio.

. Two perspectives with respect to high transacind operatingosts explain such key barriers.

First, AEs are unwilling to support relatively smatlale adaptation projects in view of the higher
operating costs at project level. Second, in the long run, projects in food security and transportation
are urgently neextl to address high transaction costs in the domestic madkeghe purpose of this
evaluation, tansaction costare conceived as composed of two dimensif)gpayments from

buyers and sellers to brokers for thegrvicesor (2) time and labour assiated with transporting

goods or commodities across long distar{geduding importsexports orexchangesvithin a

countryor regior). Both dimensionsare particularly pertinent to the context of SIE.Ffunded

projects could build country resiliencaygn vulnerability in the food value chain and transportation
sector, as an example. Interviewees noted that constraining factors, such as difficulties in attracting
AEs with relevant technical strengths, limited the availability of data for feasibilithest in some

cases, as discussed in previous chapters. Interviewees from AEs posited that while water,

78 Such asoastal zones, agriculture, and land use, land use change, and fGrestajl, heevalil at i on t eamés att
systematically assess whether GCF pr dnjthe assessmantaofthes at i sf yi n
evaluationteanGCF firesults areasodo are not directly .SomplG abl e w
sectors overlap several GCF results areas andéwdcsa or cannot be matched to any GCF result dfreagxample,

projects citing the GCF |I mpact Area Alntegrating climate
NDC categseCutetsi MmgCrArsead or ADi saster Risk Managemento or
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infrastructure and adaptatioelated energy security were easy fits for the GCF, it was more

difficult to successfully present justifications to the FSI0r adaptation projects related to food

security and the livelihoods of peoples and communities. Inversely, NDAs in the Pacific and

Caribbean noted that IAEs are not well equipped to work on projects that focus on community
intensive sectors such as dditea change adaptation linked to health, education and environmental
sustainability. They added that although NGOs and CSOs are specialized in such community

sectors, they are usually too small and often lacking in administrative capacity to compete for GCF
funding. SIDS®d concentration of projects in ad
to more communitypased adaptation projects, might also explain the low reporting rates of

stakeholder consultations.

b. Co-benefits and inclusion

Via ther proposal documentation, the GCF requests AEs to further describe the anticipated wider
benefits and priorities of projects and programmes in relation 8uk&inable Development Goals
and environmental, social and economiebemefits and gendesensiive impactsExpected
environmental cobenefits of SIDS projects reflect the focus of the SIDS portfolio related to
climate information, water and improving air quality as a result of projects related to

renewable energy, infrastructure and water FigureVIl -2). Infrastructure projects frequently
anticipate environmental deenefits related to water management, climate information services and
coastal erosionHigureVI-1). Economic cebenefits of SIDS projects concentrate predominantly on
job creation anéihcome generation and diversification. Socialemefits have focused on
improvement of health, nutrition arsdfety, as well as water supply in SIDS (8emex 5Chapter

VI). Only 4 per cent of SIDS funding proposals expectederefits related to improving cultural
preservabn (compared to 13 per cent in ABIDS). The evaluation analysis found that beyond the
directly targeted impact potential elements for GCF projects, SIDS projects also strongly focus co
benefits around a cluster of economic and sociddar@efits compaikto norSIDS projects. SIDS
projects not only more often target similar impact potential elements, they also focus on fewer
environmental cdenefits across their projects, as showRigureVI-2.
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Figure VI-2.  Elements of potential impact and environmental-benefits of SIDS projects

Source: Funding proposals, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: Numbesin parenthesedenote the number of funding proposals.

In addition, SIDS remain relatively weak in describing environmentderefits in biodiversity and
ecosystem services, carbon sequestration, marine and freshwater habitat, and noise aeghgtion
compared to no®IDS (Annex 5ChapteV1). The portfolio analysis has shown that SIDS prgject
focus on few potential impact elements compared teS10rs projets. Given this, the SIDS

projecs describe direct links to environmental, economic and sociakcefits. As shown in the
figure above, the frequency of environmentabemefits mentioned ifunding proposdal is far

higher for water management, climatéormation technology and coastal erosion in SIDS across
theportfolio, compared to neBIDS. Incountry interviewees, across all three SIDS regions, also
expressed that climate action is far closer to development and resulting potebgakfits, given

the size and context of SIDS as well. As mentioned initiglybenefits represent the bridge
between the core priorities of projects and programmes and how these may lingtistdinable
Development Goaland sustained climatelevant development pathways. In small and vulnerable
economies, such as SIDS, ciite change adaptation and mitigation activities are ultimately linked
to overall development, so spllereffects for a broader development are very likely. Given the
climate urgency, all activities are, at large, helping the stakeholders to adapt ame Inecre

climate resilient.
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. Gender

7. Although SIDS projects are, on average, more ambitious in terms of gender-&@nefits than
non-SIDS, monitoring and reporting of these efforts and genderelated consultation remain a
challenge.A higher proportion of SIB funding proposal expected to generate gendeibenefits,
including those related to womends participati
non-SIDS funding proposa (Annex 5ChapteiVl). Still, less than a third of SIDS projects
established specific processes to track their Gender Action Plan, which is a mandatory annex to all
funding proposalsHigureVI-3).

O —

Report on gender outcomes- 59%

I ¢

it [
% Gender sensitive data_ 59% -
: colection | -
3 I Project SDS category
viti 42
E Activities disaggregated by _ % o B sios
® gender | 1 Non-SIDS
sCJ M Portfolio
£ progress onimplementing N — oo
g ject-level GAP reported 80%
g project-leve reporte I
— 2
M&E system for tracking GAP- 33%
I
o% 20% 40% 60% 80%
per centof APRs

Figure VI-3.  Reporting of genderelated elements in APRs, by SIDS and r&8iDS

Source: Annual Performance Reviews, as of 31 July 2020, as analysed Igtitizgatalab.
Note: There are 16 SIDS APRs, 51 ARSIDS APRs and 2 mixed APRs available as of 31 July 2020;
however, mixed projects have not reported any geradated elements in the APRs.

8 The frequency of reported c oswaspooraverialomSID&Ef wo me
(only 23 per cent of proposals), though similar to-8dRS proposals. Interviewees from the Pacific
referred to how community consultations for climate projects generally focus on the leaders, who
are predominantly mefAnnex 5ChaptetVI). If women are consulted separately from men, it is
common for the most authoritative women to be heard, while younger women, youth, the elderly
and people wh disabilities remain silent or absent. The literature review also found that
marginalization of less powerful members of island communities is usual for climate pfbjects.
Understanding power dynamics for effective gender and socially inclusive cdinsuecritical in
SIDS, as it is elsewhere. Recognizing the importance of consulting marginalized populations beyond
women and indigenous people is also important,
ESS requirements strongly influence DAESs.

9. The above findings highlight thaapacity to realize gender equity in climate programmes is a
weaknessinmanySIDS The GCFo6s gender tool kit descri bes
stages: gender analysis, gendered actions and geslgtivemonitoring and evaluatiarThe latter
requires not only a gendeesponsive approach and gendensitive data collection but also
efficient and effectiveeporting of specific gender outcomes. However, only around 1 per cent of
total GCF investments in SID&e usedor gendefrelated activies compared to 2 per cent in non
SIDS, according to the funded activity agreement (FAA) budget breakdemvex 5Chaptevi).

Interviewees stated that gender equality and social inclusion assessments and implementation
actions only happen if funding is built into project design and implementation budgets. Although

9 petzold and Magnan, 2019.
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budgeting for gender assessments is consistent with GCF gendercpatipifance requirements,

unless activities within projects are specifically aimed towakasing gender gaps, the budget
breakdown does not show whether any of the budget is specifically tagged for-gatder

actions.The implementation of genderspe¢ f i ¢ out comes is stil-l I i mi
sensitive approach in SIDSas well as across the entire portfolio. The experience of other climate
finance and multilateral organizations has shown that two key considerations for promoting strategic
actions to close gender gaps are the systematic tracking of those efforts and allocating sufficient
resources for design and implementafibn.

Despite these past gaps, data from RPSP
grants'lndlcate that posmve.change is e N T

occurring. Morg than two thirds of SIDS people. [BuflGende Af fairs is
governments with at least one RPSP granthav | 1 5 not t he y canodt o
requested support to address gender capacity ¢ ar en6t enough peopl e

(Annex 5Chapte’V) . The Secteant _p.ificstakeholder

is also planning to deliverioountry gender

capacitybuilding training (paused due to

COVID-19). The question remains how support can be more targeted towards the implementation of
genderspecific outcomes and subsequent efficient monitoring oéte#erts.While this remains

a challenge, the gender policy, which should encourage social inclusion, is often seen as a far

more limited policy in the perception of country stakeholdersinterviewees raised concerns

about the effectiveness of gender asssents and gender action plans for projects in SIDS but failed

to link these to specific planned activities for women and, beyond this, for particularly vulnerable
groupsi for example, youth, ethnic and other minorities, and the elderly.

i Mo st of the time it

II.  Indigenous peopés and local communities

Selfreported engagement with local and indigenous communities suggests that they may be an
underserved priority in SIDS, especially during project implementation.Only 12 per cent of

SIDS projects selfeported engagement with lEland indigenous communitiesAPRsi half the

level of engagement by neé®IDS (25 per cent of projectshiinex 5ChapteVI). Reported

consultation is somewhat strargduring project development, though still just 38 per cent of SIDS
funding proposals reported consultation with local community people (as a crude proxy for
indigenous peopleAhnex 5ChaptetV1). In RMI, Kiribati, Belize and Barbados, the evaluation

team heard how AEs such as ADB, CCCCC, IFAD, SPREP, UNDP and the World Bank actively
consulted intended beneficiary communities during proposal development. While these
consultations are good practice to value indigenous input, unless locally connected CSOs were
involved, these consultations often only gained the perspectives of community leaders but did not
access the views of more marginalized peoples within those catiesaua foster social inclusion.
Country stakeholders observed that IAEs are better set up for infrastructural and nationalcapacity
building projects than grassots initiatives. AEs themselves, while often resourced with highly
skilled community and engagement staff who can be flown in, point out the incredibly high
financial and time cost of engagement with widely spread small populations. Thus, overall, GCF
projects in SIDS tend to focus planning and implementation on national and government
stakénolders Annex 5ChapteiVI). Projects are not sufficiently creative in developing meaningful
modes of communication and participation with intended beneficiaries, who therefore risk becoming
passive observers in their own climate resiliefi¢e powerful resource of social capitain SIDS

80World Bank Group, 2015tad, in association with Ross Strategic and ICF, 2019.
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is underutilized to a large extent in the delivery of climate finance projectsThis is considered a

missed opportunity. Nonetheless, there is a relatively noticeable proportion of SIDS projects with

social cebenefits, but as stated above theseelieiaries of cebenefits are not directly engaged in

devel oping or i mpr ov Rf®gnEDAN®dalityisosseea astasimporfahte GCF 6
opportunity to strengthen this engagemeiven that it could also targdte CSO and NGO sector

of a county. However, ithas not been fully utilizeget, as discussed @hapter V

As cited above, according to interviewees, a pragmatic solution may be greater incl@BDsf
Government, AE and CSO interviewees noted that CSOs have better processes in SIDS for
disaggregated consultations to ensure marginalized and minority voices are able to contribute

equally. As a result, interviewees saw a role for RPSP grantstgengaCS Os (i ncl udi ng
groups and church/faith organizations that are prevalent and influential in the Pacific) early and
consistently. In the Caribbean, a regional RPSP grant focuses on engaging and building awareness

of the GCF among CSOs. As a nefece point, ADB has a department dedicated to identifying,

engaging and strengthening national CSOs in the Pacific to prepare them for future engagement in
projects. A practical suggestion was that CSO observers to the GCF Board be provideN arith
poposal annexes that |ist who was or wil/ be ¢
network them earl y on Gsenthese mputs aceoss difeseist stakeholdem d g
groups and SIDS regions, the evaluation team concludethéh@&CF currently misses a strategic

approach to the engagement with CSOs throughout the project development and appraisal process.

c. Meeting SIDS6 needs and priorities

Overall, the GCF investment portfolio aligns with the broad adaptation and mitigation neds
and priorities of SIDS but is difficult to link with NDC aspirations . Interviewees from all SIDS
countries reported that their G@pproved projects and pipeline are informed by their national
priorities documented in national climate strategies amisplacluding NDCs (seBox VI-1). This
was echoed by the results of the survey of SIDS stakeholders, in which over 95 per cent of

respondents agreedthat GERinded i nvestments are AnedxBvant to
Across the SIDS portfolio, not all needs expressed in the NDCs could be captured through the
GCFb6s result areas and i mpact too Theavaliatoh el e men

found that the current GCF labels for describing potential impacts do not allow for perfect
identification of corresponding NDCs. Also referring to national climate planning, there is room for
improvement, with just6 outof 40 SIDS\Jha ng publ i cly avail able NAPs
projects were described by respondents as codnitrgn, with a smaller proportion (primarily

regional projects) seen as entitgiven, although still linked to national needs.
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Box VI-1. Examples of alignment with needs and priorities from SIDS case studies

In Belize, theResilient Rural Belize (FP101) is aligned witth e ¢ oND@ &nd Madienal Agricultural
Sector Adaptation Strategy (2015). Governmentintgvs also confirmed that agriculture is a priority
sector.

In Kiribati ,theSout h Tar awa Water Supply Project (FPC
intended nationally determined contributiand Kiribati Joint Implementation Plan for Climate Change
and Disaster Risk Management: vulnerability of water supply and transition to low emissions renew:
energy.

In the Republic of the Marshall Islands,cur r ent GCF pr oj ect s tioaal dimatke r
strategies: Tile Til Eo (Lighting the Way) 2050 Climate Strategy; Water and Sanitation Policy and
Proposed Action Plan; and the Joint National Action Plan on Climate Change Adaptation and Disas
Management.

In Saint Lucia, theprojectpipeline emerged from a nationwide consultation process and a variety of
national strategies including the NDC Partnership Plan, National Energy Transition Strategy, Nation
Adaptation Plan, and Sectoral Adaptation Strategy and Action Plans.

d. Barriers to and opportunities for achieving results

For projects in disbursement, the most commonly reported challenges encountered by SIDS
relate to transactionand operatingcosts (sed®ox VI-2), implementation and procurement, as
shown inFigureVI-4 (see als®Annex 5ChapterVIl). These challenges feature significantly more in
SIDS than nofSIDS contexts. Implementation challenges include difficulties in recruiting suitably
gualified national and internationdbff and the low professional experience of national appointees;
infrequent shipping access to outer islands; and a lack of formaltmglans. These barriers are
consistent with the high transaction costs and transportation challenges also notdéd @baypeer

II. Political changes can be particularly disruptive for SIDS projects, because new administrations
often change the entire leadershiggof’ernment ministries. This causes a break in knowledge and,
potentially, commitment to proposals under development and ongoing projects.

Tt O ———————————— 5

Procurement-

g 26% e
S EEEIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIS
g Financial  — 199, bt
2 . E—— 22%
] Political- — o 25%
= ' . I 4; Project SIDS category
5 Environmental/Social- — 4% W sios
pre) I 12
- Non-SIDS
z Other =222 ek J Lonsi:
g Legal- o
U
a Prohibited practices- o 121%
g ol
Sanctions- 2%
= e e e T~~~ — - - - - - == - -
Transaction cost challenge e ———————
o% 20% 40% 60%
per cent of APRs

Sample size: 16 SIDS projects, 51 Non-SIDS projects
and 2 Mixed projects (no challenges were reported in Mixed category of projects)

Figure VI-4. Implementation challenges reported in APRs, by SIDS arah-SIDS
Source: Annual Performance Reviews, as of 31 July 2020, as analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
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Box VI-2. Summary of constraints related to transaction costs in SIDS

As raised in previous chapt&rand in tlis chapter, the transactional costs of operating tend to be
significantly highelin SIDSthannonSIDS countries. Higher costs are the result of the geographic
remoteness of many SIDS increasing transport costs, the logistical challenges (time, expense and
uncertainty) of having populations spread over vast distances of oceans, and small populations allo
no economies of scale.

As shown inFigureVI-4, transaction costs are, by far, the most frequently reported barrier in APRs in
SIDS projects, and three times higher than for8UDS projects. These higher transaction costs have ¢
to mutiple barriers, as follows:

1  Adisincentive for IAEs to pursue proposals that may cost more tha® I projects but that have
lower project investment value

T AEsd® perception of greater scrutiny by @G@sF
flight costs, relative to neBIDS projects

1  Less opportunity (or greater time and cost investment) to conduct community consultations anc
leverage community social capital into project theory of change and implementation plans
Lower beneficiary covege per investment amount
Higher mitigation cost per MTC#®

Potentially slower implementation progress indirectly related to transactionri ahststo long
transportation times for procurement of project inputs

High costs may be a contributor to SID&vernment partners having insufficient staffing to manage
expansion of c¢climate programming. They may a
SI' DS regions, which is constraining SIDS st a

Multi-courtry projects have not succeeded in reducing costs due to potential economies of scale bei
offset by greater coordination time and complexity, and higher travel costs between countries. The |
are adapting to this | essamgobyrdeno idipaséappgasaliesito
programming.

15. Another consideration is higher share of matiuntry projects in SIDS. Interviewees in the
countries remarked th&CF-funded multi-country projects further exacerbate the challenge of
high transaction and operating costs in SIDSAs noted in Chapter V, a third of all SIDS (and 50
percentof Caribbean SIDS) only have muttountry GCF projects approved to date. These
countries tend to be mici®IDS with fewer resources and that receive sigmfigdess investment
(reported inFigureVI-5).

81 Sections II.E & F, Box 143, and Section VI.2
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Median GCF investments per SIDS (by region)

AIS Caribbean Pacific
Single-country project
£« presence
h=
3
a
o Only multi-country ® . °
project
USD millions 7 100 200 300 395

*Pronortionate to the investment

Figure VI-5. Median GCF investments for SIDS with at least osmgle-country project vs.
SIDS without one

Source: Tableau Server, as of 31 July 2020, as analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: Thefull version of figure can be found Annex 5ChapteiVI.

Interviewees raised serious concerns related to4omiltintry projects in the GCF to date and based

on past experiences; these issues were also echoed by the benchmarking exefsisexsge

Most concerns revolved around several core themes: (a) that concepts and designs are being
Apushedo by regional and international AEs, wh
that thosalesigns are too homogenized; (b) that the amount of funding per country is too small in
currently approved projects to have a sustainabldeqround impact for local beneficiaries, and

thus high transaction costs in the countries are not considere;@and t hat t he GCFO6s
for no-objection letters from all participating countries as a precondition for approval can hinder a
projectdés viability. | EU D a t-@untylprojacts ark lgss likely al s o
to engage stakeholdein project design and implementation than shuoglentry project§Annex 5

ChapteVl).

The evaluation found widespread interest in pursuing a programmatic approachncluding
among interviewees from SIDS governments, AEs and GCF staffrogrammatic approaches
were seen as a means of scaling up impact in individual 5IlB&eby overcoming the currently
perceived shortcomings of GCF mudtbuntry project$ as well aof reducing transaction costs for
low-capacity governments and for AEs. Interviewees asserted that effective programmatic
approaches could enable whalkisland or wholeof-region and longerm planning approaches
linked to national or regional strategielhe programmatic approach should not be understood as a
regional approach only, but rather include a whadlésland approach across sectors in a single
country.Single-country programmatic approaches should be closely linked with NDCs, NAPs
and longterm strategies, as well as other national efforts for complementarity and coherence.
They should be ambitious and could be innovaitifer example, consideration for financing an
adaptation pathway with funding tranches associated with trigger pointeshaids, providing
ample opportunities for managed flexibility, robust measures and bounded innovation in project
development and implementatid@@uch approaches could help SIDS meet their-tengp visions

and objectives with robust and predictable fegrnwhile maintaining the flexibility SIDS need to
adapt to climate change. 0

However, AEs and SIDS are not yet confident to pursue such an approach with the GCF, given the
lack of clear policy guidance. Interviewees from AEs and countries advocatedldalingche
following in the GCFb6s programmatic approach p

1  Single andmulti-country programme options
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1  Simplified appraisal and approval for subprojects and expanding or contracting the number of
participating countries, such as throudglegated authority to the GCF Secretariat

f Clear guidance on how AEsO®6 accreditation st a
subprojects

2. PARADIGM SHIFT , SCALING UP AND REPLICATION

19.Whil e fiin the context of susbhéeénabéepdeadl gpme

al so states that the GCF i s -buddingianditechnoleagy ade quat
development and transfer. The Fund will also provide resources for innovative and replicable

appr o &altheigh.thee conceptremains ill-understood among stakeholder&t he GCF 6 s
SIDS portfolio shows reasonably good potential to catalyse paradigm shiflightly more than

half of all SIDS funding proposals were rated as high or medigim on paradigm shift by the

iTAP andSecretariat similar to those of no®IDS8 Very few SIDS funding proposals were rated

low or lon-medium (one by the Secretariat; two by the iTAP) (Saeex 5Chapten/1). Table

VI-2 provides some examples of paradigm shifts SIDS stakeholders anticipate will result frem GCF
funded projects.

TableVI-2. Respondentescribed examples of national paradigm shifts in SIDS GCF

projects
COUNTRY STAKEHOLDER EXPLANATION OF PARADIGM SHIFT
Republic ofthe Climate modelling predicts RMI 6<randn

Marshall Islands  more frequent droughts. FP112 is expected to ensure water security for every v
on all 25 outer islands for the next 25 years.

Barbados FPO60 will install solar photovoltaic systems to back up natural gas microturbin
and water pumpingtations so that in the event of power failure, either isigide or
site-specific, water production and distribution will continue for island communiti

Belize FP101 is the first initiative ever to address the sustainability and profitability of e
step in Belizeb6s agricultural value
Tuvalu I n Tuvalu, an ambitious project rev

by 0.9 metres to offset the sea level rise forecasted to occur between now and

Kiribati Themost populous islahchainin Kiribati, South Tarawa, is one of the remotest,
most densely populated locations in the wétlids fragile water supply is
deteriorating due to salinization, overextraction and pollution. FP091 will secure
climate-proof access to potable water for the entire island by introducing two-util
scale desalination plants powered by solar PV.

Mauritius Stakeholders expect the G@khded renewable energy project will enable the
country to achieve its NDC target and provide energy security and cost savings
the country. They also expect it will serve as a catalyst and enabler of future
initiativesin the renewable energy sector, including those by the private &&ctor.

Source: Country case studies (see AnrBxIEU, 2019a.

82Gl, para 38

83|1EU, 201%; GCF, 2019b.

84 AEs are requested to provide a full descriptioa pfoject/programm@ paradigm shift potential in section E.2 of the
funding proposalwhich refers to the theory of changad should describe how the project intends to follow certain
assumptions and remove barriers for transformative change and promote paradigm shiénmsisian and resilient
development pathways (GCF Programming Manual 2020, page 117)

85 Office of te Beretitenti, 2012.

86|EU, 2019a.
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a. Scaling andreplication potential

Vulnerable countries, such as SIDS, are in need of innovative approaches to foster technology

devel opment and transfer that take into accoun
and replication is key as it ensures such uptake and thugsredtective implementation of

investments by the Fun@he IEU DatalLab analysis found that GCFfunded SIDS projects

have less potential to scale #sountry than non-SIDS projects @s shown irFigureVI-6).

Interviewees explained that this is because, relative to country population size, GCF project

i nvestment is able to achi eve a-sdturagomeoverageoolv er a g

a subpopulation. Consegntly, scaleup in the target sector may require a different design, inste
of expansion. For example, FP112 in RMI will improve water security for every village in the
country outside the two highly urbanized main islands, which require #ildle stutions.

ad

Conversely, in Kiribati, FP091 will resolve water security for the entire urbanized population of the
country. However, the utilitgcale solutions are inappropriate for small outer island communities.

Still, there is potential for GCF finance d$oaleup previous investments from other financiers, as
discussed in the section on complementarity and coherence.

Another challenge to scaling-tountry is that
interviewees state th&CF projects also do not do . o

. s renewable [energy]. Barriers remain in
enough ) t 0_ ral _S e _h”e i fiab s terms of scaling, scoping and finance. sit
government ministries to mainstream initiatives For /st remain vigilanin how we harness the
various reasons, despite decades of recurrent sector pjye economy. We are the custodians of -
suppet, many SIDS remain highly reliant on foreign  wor | d6® oceans.
aid, with official development assistance representin¢ _ Tweet by AOSIS Chair as key takeaway
|l arge percentage of €@ Ur fromthe WaveEnergy SIDS event, 3
even s u sitisoften achigvedibyt rgplacing  October 2020
one donoifunded project with another. Soa is a

AfThere is a huge p:¢

of

scal.i

GCF expectation that is generally not backed up by project components to make it realistic beyond

the project. Besides the GCF6s SAP modal i
contribution and minimal to no environmental and social risksimpacts (with an ESS category

ty re

CN-3), it also asks fampoaanldeanr amoectf @emtmadli ofno mwhii

paradigm shift’ Wh i | e t h e reviewhhé show8 #ad most SAP projects did not support
scaling up, SIDS in particular afacing this challenge, which limits the application of this modal

87 Decision B.18/06. SAPwapar oved t o Areduce the time and effort

ity.

need

di sbursement procedures for proposals of certain activit
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Intracountry Intercountry
scalability replication ability
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Figure VI-6.  Potential for scaling ircountry and intecountry replication

Source: Funding proposals, as of 31 July 2020, as analygedeblEU Datal ab.
Note: Numbesin parenthesedenote the number of funding proposals.

In contrast to scaling potential, GCF projects in SIDS forecast twice the potential for

replication across countries, relative to norSIDS projects(seeFigureVI-6). Interviewees

suggested two reasons for thtrst, some neighbouring SIDS have similar gealimatic

contexts and economic and demographic challengegherefore, solutions found to be

impactful and feasible in the context of one SIDS may be readily transferablé. clear example

of this potenti al is in the Ki r-schleawaterprajectdfor RMI e
its densely popul ated ur bathwd sdramarmsi zready ibsl ampd
appropriatetechnology approaches to outer island water security may be equally applichiele to

outer island communitiesf Kiribati.

Second, SIDS countries, regional multilateral bodies and the regional arms of global

multil ateral agencies are relatively well networked with each other within their regions.

Interviewees shared examples of requests for replication within SIDS from one AE to another, while
also raising the challenge that GCF processgg,through SAP) are ngtet designed to expedite

the replication of previous projects that demonstrated effectiveness. An informant from the GCF
Secretariat suggested that replication could be accelerated if the GCF could better incentivize the use
of sequenced, muitiountry pojects or programmeghrough its business modehgt GCFprovides

an opportunityto further utilize the established regional networks of parthergarticular

regional DAEs and muHltountryprojects and programmes.

3. INNOVATION

To reiterate, the Gl refs to the need for innovation and replication by requesting the Board to
fensure adequate-bueddadimgeanfdon ecdamad iotgy devel c
Fund to Aprovide resources f&r innovative and

Technically,AEs can refer to the innovative approach taken by their project/programme in different
parts of theunding proposalin particular in sectio®, the AiExpectedPerformance against
InvestmenC r i t,anddecian EthefiLogicalF r a me wHpweked, guidelines contain no clear
request for a thorough description in those sectibhere is also no definition or categmatiion of

88 paragraph 38 of the Governitstrument.
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types, scale, context and intensity of innovatithrad areto bedescribedn the funding proposal
available to tk AEs and other stakeholders

Despite the lack of clarityTAP and Secretariat assessments identified innovation in arouper89
centof SI DS projects, compar rasstssmeninfel 5ChapteVic e n't
However, innovation is not systematically defined or scored by either iTAP or Secretariat
Assessment. In addition, innovation is mentioned sporadically throughout investment criteria in
iTAP and ®cretariat Assessment. Swuelack of guidance regarding innovation renders the two
sources of documents incomparable. The evaluation team notdsetR&F has been using a
scorecard approacim which innovation is mentioned. AE interviewees noted that they had not
received any guidance on the concept of innovation and how it should be integrated into funding
proposals. They have received commémiswere subsequently addressed in the dgreémt and
approval process of funding proposdlee GCF programming manyaliblished in 202@lso

remains mute on this.

TableVI-3. lllustrative quotesf r om t he Secr et ar i assdssmer@dens es s mer

innovation

SOURCE OF
QUOTE FROM THE DOCUMENT
DOCUMENT

iTAP While the technical solutions adopted to increase the climate resilience of the port are
in terms of disaster risk reduction practice, the way in which their choice wasamade
features calculated, draws from several technical and scientific sectors (modelling of \
climates, ocean dynamics, etc.) making this project innovative from the conceptualiza
standpoint. This approach to the preparation of the background stuldijbe a potential
model for other ports as well as other Gféfanced projects.

Secr et The overall project design has some good innovations that, when properly implement

assessment could lay the foundation for future programming that couldesop best practices and
lessons from the project. The proposal could be further strengthened if it considers sc
the wellestablished indigenous social infrastructure, resilidnglgling and financial risk
management practices for scaling up. Further diligence on the operational regulations
each of the mechanisms, as set out in the proposed conditions, may contribute to furt|
ensure its impact and longgrm sustainability.

iTAP The proposed project will catalyse a paradigm shiftin Anteguad Bar budads
to the disaster risks reduction process from conventional development to an approact
prioritizes the adoption of innovative climatesilient solutions and early action. In
particular, preparedness is focused on the buyjldimd infrastructure sectors.

Secr et The proposed project will contribute towards the achievement of 9 of the 17 United N¢
assessment Sust ainabl e Devel opment Ga& mdustry, (n®izats and
infrastructure; SDG 11 Sustainable cities and communities; and SDG Cimate action.

Source: Independent Technical Assessment Panel and Secretariat assessments, as of 31 July 2020, analysed

by the IEU Datalab

The evaluation team developed a rubric to describe and understand different types of innovation in

the GCF6s SI DS portfoli o an dassessmanttdolg4B percerd a
response rate). The rubric (s&enex 5ChapteVIl) contained dimensions for describing the
following:

1 Type of innovation (e.g. technology, policy or business model)
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1  Scale of innovation (central or peripheral to the prajesign)
1  Context of innovation (new to the world or to the country)
i1 Intensity (incremental, radical or disruptive innovation)

A summary of the results of the sasessment conducted during this evaluation is available in
Annex 5ChapteVl. The remainder of this section describes the types and scale innovations
identified by participants.

a. Type and scale of innovation

Technological, product or service innovations were thenost frequently identified type of

innovation by AEs (Annex 5ChapterVI), accounting for more than half of the innovations.
Examples include new climate informatioystem tools to provide Pacific communities with
sciencebased climate adaptation and disaster risk reduction measures; the aggregation of 22 solar
mini-grids to achieve scale in a Caribbean SIDS; and the use of volcanic subterranean cavities
(impluvium) for water storage in an AlS SIDS.

According to the selassessment, process, social or policy innovatwosunted for about a third

of the innovations identifiedn Barbados and Bahrain, innovations in this area related to promoting
adoption ofrainwater harvesting, with a focus on homes and public buildinggviewees opined

that policy innovations are needed to have truly impactful new solutions but can also be the most
difficult because they can be politically challenging.

Innovations in business models or financial instruments and structures in SIDS were the least
frequently identified types of innovationsin the selfassessmentsThis finding contrasts to the

call from the SIDS constituency to the GCF to use its transformational mandiage too mot e and
new and innovative approaches to climate financing such adgatetiimate swap$and]climate
related insurance mechanismso in the context o
innovations have not yet been fundedeimiewees still saw potential for the GCF to engage with
concerted effort. One interviewee from an AE in the Caribbean highlighted an innovation to develop

a contingency grant to encourage private sector engagement in the renewable energy sector by
removirg some of their financial risk.

b. Context and intensity of innovation

AEs report that only a small proportion (13 per cent) of innovations introduced in SIDS
projects are new at the regional or global leveKey informants also observed that most
innovationsare new to SIDS but are often adaptations of mainstream approaches in other countries.

Al t hough not ¢ otraditomatandandigehdusyknofiviedgenroSIDS represents a
potential and important source of innovation that could be better utilizedn GCF projects.

Interviewees pointed out thex resourceconstrained contexts, such as many SIDS, local and proven
solutions often have a higher likelihood of adoption and maintenance (sustainabilitygitean
technologies. AEs seteported tha62 pe cent of sampled SIDS projects incorporate some form of

local or indigenous knowledge or practices, although descriptive evidence for such claims was scant
(seeBoxVI-3) . The | ow | evels of reported consultati.i
communitiesodo casts further doubt on the genuin
indigenous knowledge, while giving credence to the idea that social capitaldiSheing

underutilized to a large extent in the delivery of climate finance projects. Social capital, often
described as the informal social networks within communities, is required to address the necessary
behavioural change for the adoption of new texdhgies and approaches to climate threats.

Interviewees have stressed the importance of such networks being integrated into climate
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action and that the GCF should consider integrating such nomonetary activities into project
implementation, to foster a gstainable approach to innovation and commugrgunded climate

solutions. EDA was also seen as an opportunity for harnessing the emergence of such traditional and
community beneficiangrounded climate solutions. However, with only one EDA project ctiyren
approved in SIDS, the underuse of this modality is a missed opportunity (s€&hajser V.

Box VI-3. Traditional knowledge as innovation in SIDS

Academic research supports as a best practice in climate action the convergence of krfoavtedgthin
and outside SIDS communities Athat builds ag
of ficials to generate their own kno®Thasdtgise t h
evaluation places value on recognizipgeserving and integrating traditional climate resilience measur
within GCFfunded projects. AEgave the following exampldgaot validated by the IEU):

1  Vanuatu: Integrating traditional knowledge with scientific data and information to develop clima
information for communities.

Comoros: Using volcanic features for water retention (impluvium), utilizing local knowledge.

Antigua and Barbuda: A developing concept is to work with CSOs to incorporate traditional
knowledge to resolve land drainage challenge

1 BelzeAn interviewee described a proposal und
traditional climate adaptation decisions with practical GIS technology.

34. Reported examples of more intense innovations inclu@E being developed in the Pacific to
conduct scientific research on the likely climate chaingeced shifts of tuna stocks away from
Pacific SIDS. The results would be used to facilitate negotiabietvgeen governments and
industrial fishing fleets to redefine the exclusive economic zones of SIDS dependent on commercial
fishing licences. In Tuvalu, a proposal to progressively elevate the height of the entire main island is
a disruptive innovationthta coul d set a precedentlyinfiglandsad | ei g
well asother atoll island countries such as Kiribati and RMI.

c. Constraints and opportunities for promoting innovation in SIDS

35. Interviewees identified additional factors internati@xternal to the GCF that influence the optimal
pursuit of innovative solutions in SIDS. One key factor is a lack of understanding among AEs of
how the GCF interprets innovation. Anotherisansi on bet ween innovation
perceptionof th& CF Secr et ar hightisk avarsion. B thiediis dhéat given the urgency
for climate action in SIDS, some may prefer proven solutions. And last, while the principle of
country ownership promotes national generation of project ideas, some Stb&hapthey lack
the networks and knowledge to conceive of what innovative solutions may exist to meet their
challenges. Interviewees suggested that2B& could accelerate innovation by facilitating
improved regional pedo-peer learning, backed up bged funding to enable participants to
investigate the feasibility of resultant innovation concepts.

36. The above constraints revol veateytckadesstount ry p
externalideas,anyY t hey | ack cogrdwhdehnprovattonsowmel | b
concerns reinforce perspectives shared by country stakeholders that knegd#ug@ng missions
by GCF Secretariat staff may foster a better understanding of contexts and help country partners to
better work withth&CF 6 s sel ection criteria to address pi

89 Kelman et al., 2023 uruppu and Willie, 2015; Kelman, 2017.
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supporting information, or to evidence projects with exemplary performance or innovations that
have high potential for replication and scaling. Such missions have only been undtrtakery
limited extent so far and learnings across the Fund have not been communicated back to
stakeholders in the GCF ecosystem.

4. COMPLEMENTARITY AND COHERENCE

While the GCF is the newest climate fund, it already represents the biggest climate fund

delivery channel in almost half the SIDS it serveBetween 2015 and 2020, the GCF financed 56

per cent of the total climate fund investments in the 40-@ligfble SIDS Annex 5ChapteiVI).

All SIDS have at least one climate action project funded by the Adaptation Fund, CIF, GEF or GCF
(Annex 5ChapterVI). Given the high vulnerability of SIDS to climate change impacts,

however, the collective expansion of coverage of climate finance is sl@wn average, since 2005,

38 new SIDS projects havedrelaunched per year among all four climate funds. The GCF has
averaged only sixXx new projects in SlAESERxPer yea
Chaptevl).

Interviewees from some NDAs and DAEs described future intentions to upscale successful projects
they had implemented with the Adaptation Fund using GCF funds. This is partly explained by
intervieweesd perception t hatsbebtipasitioGedtodpscalai gher
smaller climate actionthat has been financed by other delivery channels and proved successful, as
well as to fund large infrastructure investmemtg(,seawalls). One informant in the Pacific
described the scale of GCFfundy as an opportunity to take fisme
them into a fAparadigm shifté nationwide [ with]
NDA shared that GCF staff actively encouraged them to consider the GCF as an opportunity for jus
this kind of upscalingAnnex 5ChapteVI presents several examples provided by informants. The

key barrier to the GCF upscalpiemgeotviear -l alckmatf e
tracko process to upscale such projects. As me
while the SAP was intended to play a role in s
been realized to date.

Together, bilateral and MDB channels provide significantly more climate finance to SIDS than
the dedicated climate fundsincluding the GCF. MDBs have delivered an average of 9&D
million annually to SIDS in climate finance since 2015, and bilateral clahaee averaged USD
290million annually between 2005 and 20¥haex 5ChapteVI). The four climate funds have
provided USD174million annually on average ovére past 15 years. Their support is very
unevenly distributed, with Caribbean SIDS receiving significantly more from both MDBs and
bilateral funders than Pacific and AIS SICEgureVI-7).

©IEU | 75



INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GREEN CLIMATE
FUND'S INVESTMENTS IN SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES
Final report- Chapter VI

AlS Caribbean Pacific

1,677
Development partners
[ Climate funds
1500 [0 Bilateral development partners
[0 MDBs

1000

NA

575 — 399
517 NA
500 61
362 397 372
343
NA

NA
NA NA

112 106 108 120 45 82 NA

. HEBHOHA m ™ A s

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Year of approval Year of approval Year of approval

Approved Amount Dedicated to Climate Finance (USD millions)

Figure VI-7. Distribution of dedicated climate finance to SIDS by regions

Source:For mul til ater al devel opment banks data: Joint
Finarce (2019). For bilateral development partners data: OECD (2018). For Global Environmental
Facility data: Global Environmental Facility website (2020). For Climate Investment Funds data:
Climate Investment Funds website (2020). For Adaptation Fund datptatide Fund website
(2020). For GCFapproved amounts, Tableau Server data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU
Datalab.

Note: For bilateral development partners, no data were available betweei?PQ09and thus they are
marked as NA in the graph. FWIDBs, no data were available for 2020, thus they are marked as NA
in the graph as well.

. SIDS benefit from bilateral support that explicitly complements GCF programming.Country
stakeholders, AEs and other external agencies described how the New Zéialatrgl of Foreign

Affairs and TradeAustralianDepartment of Foreign Affairs and TradéSAID andthe German

GlZ each have programmes to support Pacific SIDS to adee$3AF and other climate finance
channels. The Commonwealth is also active in this area, including in the Caribbean. For SIDS, these
bilateral donors provide expert support to improve the policy and regulatory environments, assist in
the development of RPSapplications, and help national and regional agencies to assess and
strengthen institutional weaknesses, such as their ability to conduct feasibility studies, gender and
other safeguard standards, and management competencies. However, the evaludtiom foun
evidenceofcapacitp ui | di ng coordination between the GCF
in relation to how their respective capasdityilding efforts complement each other. Furthermore,
interviewees opined that despite the strong effortsilageral donors on building capacity, some of

this support does not translate directly into capacity that enables GCF projects and programmes. For
exampl e, the GCFOs ,ademironmentaliaral sdacial safeguérds dparcof tleer y
implemenation challenges reported in APRsHigureVI-2) were noted to be quite different to the
capacities they had built through bilateral support.

. Little evidence was foundof the GCF contributing to coherence in climate finance

programming at the country level in SIDS, given its countryprogramming support. GCF

country programmes were not found to play a strong role in coherent national programming.

Multiple interviewees olesved that in SIDS the centralized management of their climate donors
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under one department fared better on coherence than those who took a decentralized approach.
Neverthel ess, other factors hindeuntrieSwib&dll cl i ma
government administrations and many partners cannot afford enough staff to manage the
coordination of multiple donor partners and projects. The GCF was often described by country

and AE stakeholders as having too many proposal, fiduciary and poliggliance targets. The
absence of uniform standards and procedures among each of the climate funds as well as other
donors exacerbates the coordination costnd difficulty for AEs and small government
administrations. Interviewees have pointed out thetedtolders, in particular NDAs, would require
realistic support to marry country planning and programming with country strategic financial
planning to reduce coordination burdens. The GCF country programme support through the RPSP
could be a first step itne right direction, providedountry programmewere less GCEentric.

C. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. KEY FINDINGS

The GCFOs invest ment s -related ®édDiSr water mgnagenientkeeeygy, c | i
infrastructureand climate information services, and are well aligned with national priorities. The

current GCF SIDS portfolio, however, does not contribute noicither NDC priorities such as

food security, fisheries, ecosystems protection and transportation, despite the importance of these
areas to SIDS6 economies and physical constrai
impact element labet¥o not readily align with NDC labels.

Among projects under implementation, challenges to achieving results are largely as a result of the
high transaction costs of operating in SIDS and procurenadated challenges (e.g. recruiting

issues and transpori@t). The current low level of results in SIDS also reflects the early stage of the
SIDS portfolio, with most projects only in their first year of implementation.

Multi-country projects in the GCF have been met by concern from SIDS stakeholders regarding t
breadth and depth of results for local communities. Programmatic approaches are seen to have
potential to overcome these issues by bringing larger volumes of funding to individual countries,
whether intheformofamut ount r y @ rs | a ngimnmep However, AEs and SIDS

NDAs are not confident to pursue them with the GCF until uncertainties around policy are resolved.

Selfreported engagement with local and indigenous communities suggests that they are an
underserved priority in SIDS. Localmmnunities and vulnerable groups are insufficiently engaged
in meaningful consultations, especially during project implementation, and identification and
utilization of indigenous knowledge and adaptations are undervalued as project innovations.

The GCF dos not facilitate innovation in SIDS. SIDS project designs do not sufficiently pursue
innovations and require more attention to be placed on innovative business models and financial
instruments, as requested by SIDS. Project designers in SIDS hold urdesategtainties about

the GCF6és appetite for risks associated with i
innovations.

Because the GCF has larger funding allocations than other climate funds, stakeholders perceive the
GCF as best positiondd upscale successful smaller climate action that has been financed by other
delivery channels. Opportunities have been identified for this in SIDS, but few have yet been

devel oped and approwaek.0 Tpheocleasslk so firtaititsaspti t al i :
seen as a constraint that the SAP has not overcome.
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The absence of coordination between climate funds as well as other multilateral partners has
negatively impacted SIDS, with small government administrations and many donor partners

struggling to adopt and comply with the many and varied standards and procedures each climate
finance delivery channel requires. Among other burdens, having to manage multiple donors

increases costs by having to employ dedicated staff (often internatignallt o manage each
compliance regime, among which t HGEFcQBtFFds i s of
programmingpresents an opportunity to approach climate finance holistically froouiry-level

perspective but haseenundeutilized in hat way

2. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

The GCF Board should finalize the policy on the programmatic approach, with due consideration of

the perspectives of SIDS and AEs in that policy. In particular, programmatic approaches should

include both singleand multicourtry programmes and include provisions to streamline the

processes for subproject approval and changes, while ensuring due diligence. For efficiency, an
Afadaptation pathwayo approach may be considere
triggered by acomplishing milestones of target thresholds; once a policy is adopted, the GCF
Secretariat should provide clear policy guidance to give AEs the confidence to prepare programmes.

The GCF Secretariat should work with AEs and countries to pursue projdttsievié innovative
business models and financial instruments, as requested by the SIDS constituency.

The | EUG6s evaluation of ESS found that the dev
management system should include a stakeholder engagement polgpeaifit and tailored
guidance for the implementation of the gender policy. This remains valid for SIDS.

The GCF should redefine its results areas and impact potential elements to unambiguously align
with standard categories of priorities mentioned inNBXCs in SIDS.

To enhance complementarity and coherence in SIDS, the GCF Secretariat should work with other
climate finance delivery channels to support better harmonization and coordination. This could
include encouraging countries to look at GCF supmorcduntry programming as a comprehensive

and holistic exercise, with a national pathway for change and activities across domestic and
international climate finance delivery channels. The GCF could participate in efforts for
simplification and harmonizatio(e.g.,a single approach to reporting, using established

procurement processes, relying on previous studies that underpinned the prior investment), which
are critical for SIDS. Programmatic approaches that align the work programmes of multiple partners
could also further foster such coordination efforts
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Chapter VII. THE GCF AND PRIVATE SECTORN SIDS

A. INTRODUCTION
This chapter reviews the GCFbs experience with
It responds to the following ovarching questions:

1  To what extent is GCF finance suited to and addressing the needs of the private sector in SIDS?
Is the GCF supporting activities to enable private sector involvement in SIDS?

1 To what extent is GCF finance helpful in mobilizing privatetseinvestment for SIDS?

To what extent is GCF finance helpful in improving the resilience of the local private sector
and derisking investment by local private sector entities in SIDS?

B. DATA AND ANALYSIS

1. GCF MANDATE

This evaluationds focus on private sector enga
guidance from the GI, GCF Board decisions and COP guidancd.h e G| calls for t
to Apromote the participati on ofinpaticularviecdle sect o

actors, including smaland mediums i zed enterprises and | ocal fin
Specifically, it calls on the PSF to fisupport
and LDCs. 0 The GlIFsnatfewi flurdadhteal ydatchtihmat e f
privat e, and at the international and national

reaffirmed that the GCF should provide support for private sector engagement in SIDS, including
through he PSF and RPSPFour years after being requested by the GCF Board and two years after
encouragement from the CGR,2018, thePSAGprovided its recommendations on modalities to
support private sector engagement in SIDS and LDCs (An@habterVIl).%1

From an operational perspective, the GCFb6s ini
meeting its objectives, andnasdimaximziag thelengagensehto ul d
of t he pr%Thedrafi Upslaged Strategic ®lan further underscores the importance of

realizing the potential of the &CHesetcawme ficatal ys

documents also firmly underlinbe importance ofcbé i nance and the Fundds |

2. PRIVATE SECTOR ENGAGEMENT AND APPROACH

While the GCF&s str at e-gidted pupbdsa adign withrardobjectivetoPS F 6 s
leverageprivate finance to realize the scale of climate ambitius, interviewees emphasize the
importance of supporting the climate resiliency of the private sector in SIDSThe PSF aims to

fi dresk the delivery of private capital and private sector investment flows focéotaon and

%0 Decision B.04/08; B.07/08; B.15/03; B.17/06; B.19/18; B.24{0MFCCCDecision10/CP.22

91 Document GCF/B.19/3BSAG recommendations on the development of modalitissdport activities enabling
private sector involvement in LDCs and SIDS, 12 February 2018.

92 Decision B.12/20, paragraph (a) and annex |.

93 Document GCF/B.25/09: Updated Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund220P0aft by the CeChairs, 26
Februay 2020.

©IEU | 79



INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GREEN CLIMATE
FUND'S INVESTMENTS IN SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES
Final report Chapter VII

cimater esi | i ent %“Tdee PERAGHIBt r@commendati ons for S
opportunities to scale up private sector financing. Existing international climate commitments show
that public finance alone is insufficient to meet the scale of climate change adaptation and mitigation
needs?® The Paris Agreement also recognizes the need for the private sector to support climate
change goal®.

. But critically for highly vulnerable countries such as SIDS, the local private sector faces

significant risks from the impacts of climate changelmpacts such as sea level rise and extreme
weather events can damage private sector assets and public infrastructure (e.g. roads, ports,
electricity, water) that the private sector relies on to opéf&tmate change can also disrupt

business operations, including workforces and external value chains, and impact market conditions,
including the demand for certain products and services. Regulatory and policy responses to mitigate
climate risks may alsaqguire the private sector to modify its operations. Considering the local

private sector in SIDS and potential modifications to their operations, remittances play an important
role in SIDSO economies as PWihanwdergandingofthe ur c e

i mplications remittances have on SIDS06 markets
enable a more resilient private sector can con
discussed further belowhese dual objecties point to broader issues within the GCF around a

common understanding of and differentiated, contexsensitive strategy for the private sectar

.Ilnterviewees under | ienvea ltuhaet if o mChartny@ehersHig @ Fhées | E U
Approach (COAXhatprivate sector support is not yet sufficiently integrated in the processes of the
GCF to support countrgwned and countrdriven project developmefi.

.Many interviewees opined that the PSF&ds concep
resemblance to the nitro-scale, lowcapital base and low capacity for risk of national

businesses most common in SID@®ox VIl -1). As previous IEU evaluations have pointed out, the

PSF doesot have an overall strategy and thus also does not have a strategy for engaging with
SIDS!®The PSAGOs r e%havemd yetthaen franstated into operational actions in

the PSF. Only one third of sur vbtpthepeiate seaate nt s
is generally appropriate to support local private sector entities in Bk 2. Interviewees from

SIDS governments, private sectvganizations and AEs emphasized the mgire, risk adversity

and higher reliance on the public sector of the private sector in SIDS.

94 GCF, 2019.

9% PCC, 2018atJNEP, 2018.

9 UNFCCC Decisiorl/CP.21 FCCC/CP/2015/10/Add.1: Adoption of the Paris Agreement; CPI 2019.

97 Fayole, 2019.

98 OECD (2020) External financing to Small Island Developing States (SIDS): where we stand. Eabtstilebleat
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financirgustainabledevelopment/developméitiancetopics/SIDSfactsheet.pdf

9|EU, 2019b.

1001EU, 2019b.

101 GCF/B.19/30PSAG recommendationiscludethe development of a private sector outreach.plan
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Box VII -1. The private sector in SIDS

The private sector in SIDS is dominated by MSMEs, often reliant on shotterm capital and
characterized by low risk tolerance.Still, there is heterogeneigmongSIDS, as some have more
dynamic private sectors than others. The private sector in the €anilglan be divided into two categorie
(1) tourism and servicébased economies, and (2) commodiiporting state&’? The Pacific private secto
consists largely of agriculture and fishing enterprises that provide subsistence needs and limited ex|
opportunities. The smallness, remoteness and f
scale of domestic markets, all limit economic opportunities. Microstates such as Kiribagn@Wivalu
have even smaller business communities. Somieakf SIDS have a fagfrowing tourism industry and a
sizeable fisheries sect¥¥In Mauritius, for example, one interviewee noted that the country had a
Adynamic financial and tourist sector o t Headop
from a primarily agricultural economy to one that includes a robust tourism in#f&®C SIDS, such as
Comoros, have a more nascent private sector.

8. A lack of institutional incentives also poses challengemterviewees asserted that the Secreti at 6 s

10.

key performance indicators, focused on total volume of lending, can disadvantage the pursuit of
private sector projects in SIDS. Smaller private sector deals in SIDS can batémsve, taking as
much effort as much larger dealsnion-SIDS. High transaction costs for investments in SIDS, in
particularfor remote islands and areas, are considered a barrier for supporting activities and
investmentsThis aspect is seen agther exacerbatinthe lack of private sector in G&ended
activities.Interviewees opined that projects with a private sector focus would largely focus on
technology innovations in mitigation, in particular the energy sector, and tend to follow -a multi
country appr fwaiodpropo$apoetfolib #aalydshas shown similar trends in PSF
projects in SIDS, which are mostly oriented towards mitigation efforts andynfioldw a multk
country approach. This will be describeddepth in this chapter.

Interviewees from the private sector, AEs and
some NDAs also raised similar business model
related issues around private sector
engagement that have been raised in past IEU
evaluations.These relate firstly to access.
Secretariat staff report difficulties in idéfying
willing IAEs to carry PSF projects forward in
SIDS. Few DAEs are accredited for agrant
instruments, and no private commercial entities

AThe private sector s
public setor but now reatie that they have to be
involved in building

- Respondent from @8IDS NDA

) ) i AfSmall businesses [in
are accredited for SIDS, as also discussed in finance]. They donot
Chapter IV the commercial banks do not have thighin

Other issues also relate to the rigour and duratic their mandate and are not trained on this. And
of the project development and approval procest SMEs dondt have the c
with the private sectclnvestment may seem |
that take a long time before there is access to B EEING S s RGN, o e His [eer)
f u n d,inthgwords of one informant from an - Réspondent from &IDS privae sector

NDA. The knowledge and capacity of NDAocal organization

102\world Bank, 2016a.
103 \World Bank, 2017a; World Bank, 2017b.
104\World Bank 2017a.
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points for private sector engagement are also often considered weak, with limited awareness of GCF
financial instruments and potential use of operational modaldiesossible GCF modalities,
interviewees from AEs and the Secretariat described the GCFfR modality, more specifically

the EDA, as a promising opportunity to better engage the local private sector in GClnanced
climate action.To date, FP061 is the only ED#oject approved for SID3n response to thefR

in July 2016, this project aims to address integrated physical adaptation and community resilience
through an enhanced direct access pilot in the public, private and civil society sectors of three
EasternCaribbean SIDS and is designed to meet the objectives ofhéNRtably, these objectives

are to enhance country ownership of projects and programmes by devolving dexikiog at the
country level, allowing greater involvement and input from impastakeholdersThe RP on

Mobilizing Funding at Scalevas largely unknown to interviewees in SIDS. THe@®Rare described
in-depth inChapter V

The low uptake of Rf®is considered a missed opportunity for SIDS. Interviewees opined that the
lack of use of alternative modalities is also linked with the gaps between RPSP support and actual
development of CNs and subsequiemiding proposal.

Importantly, it must be regmized thatGCF private sector engagement is not limited to project
finance through the PSF alone, but also includes projects managed by the DMA and

preparatory support efforts managed by the DCPThe Fund, however, has not established an
integrated approach for strengthening the entire engagement with the private sector across its
operations. The IEU evaluation team observed private sector engagement, even if limited, through

multiple channelsfrm t he Fund, without a clear integrati:

windows.
The private sector in SIDS faces many challenges that both present barriers for project development
and can be addressed by GCF activities, as described and surdrirefiableVII -1.

TableVll-1. SI DS barriers identified by PSAG review
funding proposals eviewed by the IEU

C T T

Constraining policy, planning and regulatory environments

Investor challenges of working in new, small, isolated markets 0 -- --
High business costs -- -- o}
Insufficient technical capacity, relatedtechnologies and market 0 o] o}
opportunities, and difficulty retaining this capacity

Lack of engagement on the issue of climate change and awareness 0 0 -
response technologies and approaches

Lack of reliable/cheap internbdgistical/distribution chains 0 -- --
Limited ability to develop bankable projects for the GCF -- o]

Limited access to financing 0 - o}
Limited access to markets or small local market size 0 - 0
Limited knowledge of the GCF and its processes -- o} --

Source: Fluxx RPSP data, and funding proposals, as of 31 July 2020, as analysed by the IEU DatalLab.

Note: 0 S Ib&@rters identifiedn this area. {- SIDSbarriersnotidentifiedin this area.
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3. SUPPORT FOR PRIVATE SECTOR ENGAGEMENT THROUGH THE RPSPAND
PPF

14. The evaluation teambs review of SI DS RPSP prop

15.

between the type of support currently being provided for the private sector and the

development of actual projectsWhile nearly all RPSP proposals in SID®mtion the private
sectormost of the proposed support activities identified in these documents were primarily geared
towards engagement in early stageg(consultation or awareness), as showmableVIl -2. Less

than a third oRPSP proposals included at least one mature form of support such as a specific study
or pipeline developmentery few RPSP proposals seek to identify a potential private sector

DAE for accreditation (9 of 83) or to provide preaccreditation (2 of 83) support to such an

entity (SeeAnnex 5, Chapter VIl ).1%No RPSP proposals in SIDS attempt to support the enabling
environment to crowdh private sector investment, such as through a strengthened regulatory or
policy environment, as laid out the Gl and recommended by the PSAG for the RPSP.

TableVIl-2.  Most common and less common areas of RPSP support for the private sector

MOST COMMON AREAS OF SUPPORT LESS COMMON AREAS OF SUPPORT

Engaging privée sector entities in Developing a study, strategy or planelated to the private
country consultative processeg¢e.g.,the sector €.9.,background sty on private sector opportunities
development of country programme or or a strategy for attracting private sector investment for low
comparable strategic document, emissions and climate resilience projects)

identification of priority projects)

Building awarenessamong private sectc Supporting mechanismsfor market activation rad reforni®
actors of key GCF procedures

Supporting private sectorscoping for Supporting the project pipeline for private sector prejcts
general engagement opportunities with (e.g.,help develogCNsand/or funding proposals for private
the private sectoe(g.,prospective sector projects, support preparation/approval of a project t
private sector entities and projects, and implemented by a private sector DAE)

potential private sector roles)

Source: RPSP proposals, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DataLabniSse5ChapteiVIl for
details.

The predominance of early engagement activities supported by the RPSP are consistent with

findings from interviews as well as country studies, which acknowledge that the privasector

lacks awareness of the GCHncreasing awareness is a first building block for deeper engagement.

For example, a key message emerging from multiple interviews with private sector actors in Belize

was that the private sector must be aware of the tB®E able to pursue opportunities; private

sector awareness of the GCF in Belize is currently perceived as low. In the case of Comoros, GCF
staff acknowledged that the private sector in Comoros has low awareness of climate questions and
opportunities. A pevious country study conducted for Mauritius as part of the FPR concluded that
most stakeholders are unaware of the GCFd6s PSF
interviewees suggested that private sector actors in SIDS may have some familiatine GCF

105This analysis excludels SIDS RPSP proposals. These propodasot have a proposal document or FIRRSP

dataas of July 2020There are 99 SIDS RPSP proposals in total.

106 As identified by PSAG, these could inclublgilding awareness and demand for mitigation and adaptatimsgand
services, skilled local workforces and entrepreneurs, availability of affordable and appropriate technologies that match
local needs, a local financial sector with the tools and understanding to finance climate investments, and enterprise
developnent for local currency funding.
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but not its intricaciesThe PSF currently has a limited role in the review of RPSP proposals,
which could result in missed opportunities to link preparatory support to ongoing project
identification and development efforts. There are currenlty no key performance indicators
that would underline the importance of supporting private sector related activities, as per
TableVIl -2.

Still, some SIDS are moving towrds more mature engagement with the private sector,
demonstrating the potential of sequenced RPSP suppoith the Caribbean, for example, a

regional RPSP grant to raise awareness among the private sector has spawned multiple other country
grants to advamcengagement. In Belize, a national RPSP grant intends to strengthen engagement
through knowledge building, to build capacity within the private sector to develop GCF funding
proposals, and will take an incubagiyle approach to develdpNswith two private companies. In
Jamaica, a national RPSP grant will help develop the green bond Maikes engagement

includes a green bonds market assessment, training for relevant stakeholders and a promotional
campaign for international investors. Support isnded to conclude with the development of a
GCFCN to establish a green bond facility. Projects such as these demonstrate how the RPSP can
support future private sector projects. These efforts, however, remain the exception in SIDS.
Overall, many of the couwntries with more mature private sector engagement through the

RPSP are among the SIDS that are either more developed, have more vibrant private sectors
and/or have had more success accessing the GCF to d@ey.,Antigua and Barbuda, Belize,
Jamaica, Coolkslands, Dominican Republic, Mauritius).

Countries can also access GCF readiness support to support the development and updating of
country programme®s noted by other IEU evaluations for the GCF overall portfolio, the
evaluation team found thatcountry programme development has not been successful in

building private sector pipelines from a SIDS perspectiveMostcountry programmeacross all
regions, and in particular in SIDS, have included very few private sector projectscQirigy
progranmes submitted to the GCB,were from SIDS. None of the 37 projects identifiedauntry
programms in SIDS are for the private secténfex 5ChapteVIl). This may partially be

explained by the governmelatd processes; it also underlines the lack of clear strategic guidance by
the GCF with regard to the private sector in preparatory support programmnesuaitiy

programms. However,country programmealso provide the opportunity to further link industrial
policy and country ownership processes, as it should focagisting national institutional
arrangements for higtisk/high-reward investments in neglimate areas. In other wordscould

utilize existing foumsfor national industrial policy where private sector actors have a proven track
record of innovation.

Besides the RPSP, the Project Preparation Facility (PPF) is another opportunity for entities to

request assistance for overcoming cagaminstraints in developing GCF funding proposals. This
assistance can be in the form of financial and technical support. The support can be provided in
equity, instead of grants and repayable grants
has, however, yet to translate into interest in project preparation through PPF proposals from the
private sector. Such support includes feasibility studies and stakeholder engaggmerdf the

four active PPF proposals in SIDS are for a private sectornpject. Also, out of 20 proposals in

the PPF pipeline in SIDS, only one is a private sector proposal. The private sector PPF proposal is

an active proposal at the stageGi clearance and will take place in Belize, Jamaica and Saint

Lucia with the ©B.

107 GCF, 2019b.
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4. PRIVATE SECTOR RELATED GCF INVESTMENTS

engage | ocal private sector actors.

Thi s

investment portfolio in SIDS, which looked for evidence of engagement gfithee sector in

funding proposals, as described below.

Support for the private sector in SIDS through the PSF has been extremely limitedust 7 per
cent of total resources approved for SIDS have been routed through the PSF, compared to 39 per

centfornonS1 DS. S| DS dardHiRited tpgrardsj ardoanssas the financial instrument.

As shown inFigureVIl -1, most resources approved have been for roalintry pojects that
include both SIDS and neBIDS. These three multiountry projects include just one SIDS per

project, which are larger countries with more dynamic private sectors (Mauritius, Dominican

Republic). Just two singleountry PSF projects (for a sdtof USD 56 million including co
financing) have been approved for SIDS, both through the SAP and both very recently (B.25 and
B.26). From the perspective of the GCF portfolio in SIDS, PSF projects tend to focus largely on

mitigation efforts, concentratinon the energy sector in particular. Nearly 69 per cent of PSF GCF

investment in SIDS relate to the mitigation result areas, with 57 per cent of PSF GCF investments in

SIDS directly linking to energy access and power generation. thissgout of five PS- projects
follow a multi-country approach (séégureVIi-1).1%®While just five PSF projects in SIDS may not

be representative, the perceptions by interviewees weilarsiRossible reasons provided for this

wa s

issue, among others, were explained through high transaction costs, limited market capitalization,
technical capacity constraints and constrains in planning and policy environment. These were
closely aligned with th findings laid out iMTableVII-1. Multi-country projects allowed for the

required economies of scale to execute PSF projects.

pma [F8% 18% | 25% R 31%

e

USD 760 millions

Divison

PSF%’O 12% ‘5%‘ 12% ‘ 10% I 57%

%

USD 58 millions
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
% of GCF investments to SIDS

Result area

[[] Low Emission Transport

[] Forestry and land use

[T Energy access and power generation

[T Building, cities, industries and appliances

[[] Livelihoods of Most Vulnerable People and Communities
[ Infrasctructure built environment

[T Health and well-being, and food and water security

[ Ecosystems and ecosystem services

Adaptation Mitigation

Figure VIl -1. Distribution of GCF investments by result areas

Source: Tableau Server Finance data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: There may be rounding errors.

108|EU 2019b.
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Overall, the PSF portfolio in SIDS is in very early sages.Four of the five projects have not yet
disbursed in SIDS (Haiti, Fiji, GuineBissau, Mauritius), and just 2 per cent of the total approved
amount for the Dominican Republic under FP095 has been disbursed (USD 10803 %
ChaptewIl).

PROJECT CLASSIFICATION DIVISION PROJECT COVERAGE
6,000 -
. Multi-Country Project
- N (3736)
—
s (DMA (4057)]
A 000 \ ~
w0 \
-} 'ﬂ.\
u \
- \
c \
] \
E II\
2 (Non-SIDS (5060) ) \
4] \
> \
E \
[ \

Y \ u . Single-Country Project
U] \ n (4488)
2,000 \ 44

) (PSF (2166)]
Mixed (407)
0 . — .
GCF finance flows: [l sibs [ NonsiDs Mixed

Figure VIl -2.  Approved GCF resources by GCF division and singls. multicountry projects,
for SIDS andnon-SIDS

Source: Tableau Server Finance data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU Datalab.
Note: fi Mi x e d 0 r edowntryprojects that indlude both SIDS and+8BS.Numbers in the
parenthesis denote GCF investments in USD millions.

SIDS projects have been strikingly less successful in raising private sectorfimance than
non-SIDS projects, especially via the PSFAnnex 5ChapteVIl). SIDS PSF projects have only
received private sector gmancing of USD 3 million, compared to over USD 2 billion among-non
SIDS igureVll -3).
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SIDS Non-SIDS
DMA PSF DMA PSF
) . v
Source of investment 19 co_ﬁnfngng ratio 7.42
7-5 W GCF co-financing ratio
Co-Financing v
6.26
=
2
=
& s
2
€
>
I}
£
3.30
3 1.
3 co-financing ratio
I
< 25 1.8 2.11
co-financing ratio
1.14
0.76 v
o . 0.06 0.10

GCF Co-Financing GCF Co-Financing GCF Co-Financing GCF Co-Financing
co-financing ratio is calculated by dividing co-financing by GCF investments

Figure VII -3. Co-financing ratio by division
Source: Tableau Server Finance data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU Datal ab.

Every dollar of GCF PSF financing raises just five cents in private seefarancefor SIDS
compared to USD 1.07 for néBIDS. Only two cents of private sectorfeancing are raised for
every dollar of DMA financing for SIDS (AnnexGhaptetVIl). Furthermore, GCF support comes
primarily in the form of a grant or a loan, using a less diverse range of financial instruments than
non-SIDS (Annex SChapteiVIl).

5. PRIVATE SECTOR ENGAGEMENT IN GCF INVESTMENTS

In terms of local private sector engagement, one third of all SIDS projects (PSF and DMA)

expect to mobilize additional local private sector resources that may not be offidly counted

as cofinancing by the GCF (TableVII -3). Examples of these additional private sector resources
include independent project investments from local ent@qriwatching grants, as well as

additional loans for local financing institutions, such as credit unions, and other private sector
investments that are yet to be determined. Expected mobilization of local private sector resources is
stronger in AIS and Cdobean SIDS, with approximately two thirds of projects, compared to less

than one tenth of Pacific SIDS projects.

TableVII-3.  Share of funding proposals mobilizing additional private sector resources

_ PuBLIC (DMA) PRIVATE (PSF)

Total Adaptation Mitigation Crosscutting Adaptation  Mitigation Crosscutting

10 (34%) 5 (33%) 1(33%) 1 (17%) 1 (100%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%)
Source: Funding proposals, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Given theimportance of adaptation for SIDS, the Futitl shows an overall lack of private sector
adaptation projects in the GCF portfolio in SIDS.Just one PSF adaptation project has been

approved in SIDS (FP097). The development of private sector adaptatieatpiinjSIDS
encounters many of the challenges listed@ableVIl -1, as well as general barriers to designing and
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funding such projects, as identified in previous IBldleationst®® These include the paucity of
robust and weltlefined business models or products to promote adaptation, and theriong

nature, with delayed return on investment and a focus on public goods. Missiiigadadeticular
challenge in SID$ are another barrier that prevents efficient marksk models for private sector
investments. The forthcoming adaptation evaluation will also address some of these issues with
respect to the private sector in adaptation at the GCF portfolio level.

Despitethe limited PSF portfolio, the evaluation team identified sizeable engagement of the private
sector in SIDS through the DMA portfolio that could contribute to improving the resilience of local
private sector actors in these countries. This support mapealsonsistent with the lessons of other
devel opment institutions working in SIDS, whic
Aboundaries between the public and private sec
sector developmentinvarighl r equi res c¢cl ose coor WIEDBatalabn wi t h
analysis of funding proposals showed that over half of DMA projects plan to engage with the local

or subregional private sectdfigureVII -3). Specifically, half of the public sector adaptation

projects in SIDS plan to engage local or subregional enterptisasi over one quarter plan to

engage local or subregional financial ingtons!'2 A substantial portion of funding proposals also

plan to engage stat®vned enterprises or quagdvernmental entities, which often provide services

in SIDS that would normally be provided by the private sectobmSIDS.

Total SIDS FPs g
|
(n=29) 16
3
Adaptation (DMA) — 4
(n=15) 8
Mitigation (DMA) = 12
(n=3) 1
Cross-Cutting 2
(DMA) (n=6) 2
Adaptation (PSF) __- -
(n=1) . % State-owned Enterprise
Mlt'g?::g;)(PSF) o1 5 m Local or sub-regional financial institutions
Cross-Cutting (PSF) o 4 Local or sub-regional enterprises in the real
=2
(n=2) 2 economy
0 5 10 15 20

Count of Funding Proposals

FigureVIll-3. Count of SI DS6 funding proposals that p

Source: Funding proposals, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: Numbers inparenthesedenote the number of funding proposals.

There is some regional variation regarding private sector engagement in SID®&ith nearly all
SIDS projects in the Caribbean planning to engage the local private sector, while only about one

109|EU, 2019a.

110wWorld Bank IEG, 2016a.

111 ocal or subregional enterprises in the real econimtiyde private sector entities that produce market goods er non
financial services. In theontext of SIDS, these may include smallholders and individual or household entrepreneurs,
cooperatives/associations and other-financial private enterprises.

112 ocal or subregional financial institutioclude banks, credit unions and institutiomaldstors, such as insurance
companiegndprivate equity funds
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third of Pacific SIDS projects plan to engage them. AIS and Pacific SIDS projects more often plan
to engage with statewned enterprises (séanex 5ChapteVIl). This may be attributable to the

type of projects the GCF is supporting in the region, with more Pacific projects focused on
infragructure projects that are often led by the public sector.

. Through its investments, the GCF is supporting a range of financing modalities for direct

support to the local private sector in SIDSOf the DMA adaptation projects in SIDS that plan to
engage loal enterprises, about half plan to provide direct support to those enterprises. As shown in
TableVIl -4, the SIDS projects to date include credit lines, a risk sh&amlity, direct lending,
microloans, blended loan financing modalities, a matching grant facility, a revolvingfigiadher
instruments to engage the local private sector. Much of this support will focus on increasing the
resilience of business in SIDS.

TableVIl-4. PSF and DMA direct support modalities in SIDS

DivisioN | DIRECT SUPPORT TYPE

FP095 PSF Local financial partners will be provided with credit lines, which will be design
specifically to meet climate investments needs.

FP097 PSF Intermediary Financial Institutions will be able to participate in a Risk Sharing
Facility, funded by CABEI and GCF, so that they can provide credit access to
MSMEs.

FP105 PSF A directlending facility will be established to support private sector solar

investments. Bespoke debt financing structures and credit enhancements wil
provided for local project developers and public institutions.

SAP013 PSF Microloans will be provided to SHKs to support electricity technology adoption.

SAP016 PSF A blended loan will be distributed through thBB-to support solar and battery
energy storage installation.

FP020 DMA The GeoSmart Initiative is to provide direct support for geothermal deveidapmi
operations through a majority private sector owned pisficate partnership.

FP033 DMA A GCF grant is to partially cover the upfront cost of investing in sraati
mediumscale PV systems.

FP059 DMA A Challenge Fund foclimateresilient commercial water users in the agriculture
and tourism sectors is to provide postestment grant subsidies for
implementation of water efficiency measures and rainwater harvesting.

FP060 DMA The Revolving Adaptation Fund Facility ispoovide credit facilities for climate
change adaptation and mitigation related to the water sector of Barbados.

FP061 DMA Vulnerable households and businesses are to uses@iforted microfinancing tc
respond to climate variability and projected climetbange.

FP101 DMA A Matching Grant Fund is to support resilient production and value chain
development investments for smallholders in the agriculture sector.

FP037 DMA A GCF grant is to support enterprise development focused on reducing flood
the catchment area. Resources will be used to facilitate the participation of
vulnerable households in climatesilient agribusinesses.

FP126 DMA The government anithe Food and Agriculture Organizatiomill coordinate the
purchase and distribution dfé machinery, equipment and inputs required for tt
implementation of climate change resilient agriculture practices by farmers.

Source:Eval uation team review of SIDS6 funding proposa
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GCF investments are also providing indirect support to the private sector through a variety of
approaches.The most common approaches for indirect support included cajagityng and

technical training; planning, regulatory, and policy support; anebtd#ler coordination. Support
for improving public sector infrastructure is also considered indirect, such as efimafeng roads

that can connect farmers to markets. For example, a project in Maldives is to provide a platform to

facilitate private seor participation in the water sector and support the development of regulations
to encourage cosgffective resilient water investments by the private sector. In Cuba, the GCF is to
provide support for the strengthening of farmer capacities through tattraioings to improve
ecosystem services. In SIDS such as Antigua and Barbuda and Belize, the GCF is supporting
learning andr'A for local workforces, with an emphasis on climate resilience. In Vanuatu, climate
information services are to be improved fige by the tourism, agriculture, infrastructure, water and
fisheries sectors.

C. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. KEY FINDINGS

The GCF lacks a common understanding of and a cesémsitive strategy for the private sector.
Private sector engagement is notited to project finance through the PSF, but rather includes
projects managed by the DMA and support managed by the DCP. Many interviewees opined that
the GCF6és conception of the private sescdleor
low-capital base and low capacity for risk of national private sector actors most common in SIDS.

While the PSF aligns with the objective to leverage private finance to realize the scale of climate
ambitions, interviewees emphasized the importance of suppdntnclimate resilience aspects of
the private sector in SIDS.

GCF RPSP support for private sector engagement in SIDS responds to early stage needs. There
significant maturity gap between the type of RPSP support currently being provided for dte priv

t hr

isa

sector and the development of actual projects, with the majority of RPSP support directed at private
sector consultations, awareness building and general scoping. Support through the PPF is yet to be

seen for private sector projects.

Project financinghrough the PSF has been extremely limited and provided through loans and grants

exclusively. Contributing factors include the lack of institutional incentives and strategy, challenge
in finding interested AEs, high transaction costs and other generigrbao private sector

devel opment in SIDS that may be beyond the
in SIDS, none are private sector entities. Private sector DAEs are completely lacking in SIDS.

The RP modality, in particular EDA, is sa as a promising opportunity to better engage the local
private sector in GGfinanced climate action. However, to date only one EDA project has been
approved for SIDS. ThefRson MSME andVobilizing Funding at Scalerere targeting the private
sector inparticular; however, uptake was limited, and botR$have subsequently been closed.
GCFfunded projects (from both PSF and DMA) SIDS have raised significantly less private sector

co-finance than in no®IDST just USD 18 million in SIDS, compared to ov@8D 3 billion among
non-SIDS.

Considering only the PSF portfolio, the Fund shows an overall lack of private sector adaptation,
with only 31per cenbf financing going to adaptation in SIDS. Despite the limited PSF portfolio,
however, the evaluation teadentified sizeable engagement of the private sector in SIDS through
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the DMA portfolio that could contribute to improving the resilience of local private sector actors in
these countries.

2. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

The Board should adopt a private sector strathgyincludeghe following

1 A clear common understanding of the private sector, including a reflection of the characteristics
of local private sector actors in SIDS

1 Objectives of private sector engagement, which should include both levepaiyiaig sector
investment to realize the scale of climate ambitions, as well as improving the resilience of local
private sector and desking their climaterelated investments

1 A coordinated strategy among ttansBrQfivatSecr et a
sector engagement, including in SIDS, ranging from early stage consultation and awareness
building to later stage project development. In the private sector strategy that the GCF
Secretariat is developing, consideration should be givbailding the resilience of the private
sector as well a® leveraging private finance.

The Secretariat should develop approaches for innovative financing structures and instruments, as
requested by SIDS. It should also develop approaches for engagetheWiSMES operating in
constrained environments such as SIDS. Such approaches could include intermediary models that
combine lines of credit witA for subproject preparatioor suites of options to suppdite private
sector to build resilience in spécisectors common to SIDS, such as tourism, fisheries, local
traders/merchants and local private transport providéies GCF Secretariat should-design its

key performance indicators to further encourage staff to work with AEs and SIDS to develtp priva
sector project$ for example, by putting more emphasis on the number of countries with approved
or pipeline projects rather than total finance volume.

The GCF needs to address the lack of private sector related DAEs (regional and national) through a
ref orm of accreditation for private sector acto
adaptation projects in SIDS, the GCF should consider piloting the PSAA in this area. Such an
approach could help alleviate the complete lack of access/aigpsector DAES across all SIDS

regions.

Foll owing a critical revi ew dPRs, thelGEF Sedtekabas e x per
should consider anfR for private sector investments in SIDS. To ensure the success dPthe R

should be sequendeafter any structural or incentive issues with tiedRare addressed and access

issues are improved for SIDS.
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Chapter VIIIl. CONCLUSIONS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

. This evaluation focuses on the global challenge of climate change. Yet, no saother I&U

initiate its evaluationhananother more immediate global challenge emerged and continisfto

the paradigra. Given COVID 19 appeared around the same time as the start of our study, and the
logisticaland methodological limitations it preged, this evaluation does not fully address the
pandemicbébs implications for SIDS. Certainly,
as a result of the pandemic, but only future evaluations will be able to understand-CGVDs

impact fully.

. Future evaluations may also determine whether the findings and recommendations of this evaluation
apply to contexts beyond SIDS (not least because SIDS themselves are highly diverse). What is
clearly manifest from this evaluation is that the needs of li@Sliverse, specific and urgent.

These needs are addressed in the evaluationds
recommendations.

A. CONCLUSIONS

filmpacts of climate change [are] hitting us faster and h&delE v e n

| was living on an outesland and had to move to [the central island]
because we had run out of water. We have had three different disast
declarations for months. Now we have a dengue epidemic. We have
COVID, we have drought. Soon we come into king tide period. The ti
are dfferent now. This morning | was woken by the tide coming into rr
backyard. It never used to be like that.

- Interviewee from a Pacific SIDS

. CONCLUSION 1. SIDS need support to address the impacts of climate change urgently. The
GCFO6s modal i sseseae nohyetkeffeptivenacdressng the specific challenges of
climate change in SIDS and the urgency for climate action. The SA&hd RfP for EDA are two
modalities that, along with programmatic approach, have considerable potential to deliver
climate results at scale in a countrydriven approach and to accelerate investment in SIDS

.Overall, the process to access GCF funding is
needs to adapt rapidly to climate impacts. The SAP modality is seerhbsrkigvant for SIDS but
not yet sufficiently simplified to accelerate

towards SAP, and thus the efficiency of the modality will become more critidddsRave not been
effective in building a pipelingn SIDS. The RfP for EDA, however, is seen as having substantial
potential to support the kind of local adaptation that research shows is relevant and effective in SIDS
andto overcone the emerging pattern of lack of reported involvement by local comiesiiit
GCFfinanced projects in SIDS.

. Given the challenges to access faced by SIDS, other approaches are needed to substantially
accelerate climate finance in SIDS. The programmatic appiiod&ppropriately designed in the
Board policyi offers an oppdunity to scale up finance in individual SIDS as well as regionally. A
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properly designed programmatic approach will better tackle such issues as too thinly spread
resources and the potenti al for high transacti

Rapidlyincreasing he GCF&s accessibility to the most vu
on how to increase the absorptive capacity of SIDS. It will also require simplified, flexible GCF
processes that improve access for SIDS with lower fiduaiadyadministrative capacity, yet still

balance accountability against risk.

fiFrom concept to project proposal to implementation, our limited
capacity continues to be a hindrarice

- Ambassador Lois Young, Chair of AOSW®rway and AOSIS Lunchec
on Climate Finance: Facilitating access for SI23,January 2020

CONCLUSION 2. The current GCF model for accreditation and access is disadvantaging
those SIDS with low capacity, experiencer confidencein directly accessing he GCF.

Issues related to coverage and incentives among AEs are creating substantial barriers in the ability
of SIDS to access the GCF. Jdsif 40 SIDS have access to a national DAE, and less than half of
SIDS (and only a third of LDC SIDS) have nomirthgenational DAE. Nominated national entities

in SIDS, compared to those in R&IDS, have taken longer and been less successful in preparing
and submitting accreditation applications due to a lack of skilled human resources.

Most SIDS have access to regab DAESs and prefethemas a partnelbecauséhey have regional
cooperative architectures, particularly in the Caribbean and Pacific SIDS. But many of these

regional DAEs are overwhelmed with requests from countries for GCF project development relative

to their staff capacity. Some regional DAEs work with up to 14 &Ggible SIDS yet havéewer

than five stafimembersit is not feasible for these DAESs to concurrently implement sizeable GCF
funded projects in all their member countries. Some regionald_sk& also serving as RPSP

delivery partnersor up to 12 grants per region. In addition, SIDS also face the limitations of
regional DAEsO6 accreditation statuses. No regi
for onrlending.

While allSIDShae access to | AEs, these entitiesimay n
more so among Caribbean than Pacific SIDS. At the same time, many IAEs report being
disincentivized by what they perceive as high transaction costs when working with the GCF

pursue smalkized projects often associated with SIDS.

The AIS SIDS are being particularly left behind. Few currently have access to a regional DAE, none
have access to a national DAE and some report challenges in identifying IAEs willing to carry
forward their national priority projects. AIS pipeline projects only form 12 per cent of the total in
SIDS. Language is also a barrier to working with the GCF in many of these countries.
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fiChange relies on protecting the most vulnerable, because thtise on
frontline© whether healthcare workers battling the pandemic or small
island nations sounding the alarm on climate chareye critical to the
survival of us alb

- David Kabua, President of the Republicted Marshall Islands,

seventyfifth sessiorof the United Nations General Assembly, Saturday
Sept. 26, 2020

CONCLUSION 3. The most significant barrier that SIDS face in accessing the GCF is a lack
of capacity to developCNs and funding proposals to the GCF standard. The RPSP and PPF
are helping to address thisbut approaches are not sufficiently tailored to the human resource
limitations in SIDS.

The explicit inclusion of support f&N development in the RPSP 2.0 Strategy was appreciated and
has already been accessed by 24 SIDS. SIDS haveenxgediseveral challenges, however, in the
delivery of this support. Firsthe RPSP is not currently systematically and efficiently bridging the

gap between accreditation and capacity to prepare and implementfuGied project. SIDS

DAEs are experiencglong gaps between Board approval for accreditation and the approval of
postaccreditation RPSP support. Second, some of
approaches in SIDS, such as the Aeéwoffer of support folCN development, are not sufficity

handson to build sustainable capacity. Strengthening capacity in microstates especially requires
approaches that recognize the limits of training, workshop®neoff engagement. A limited pool

of qualified consultant in SIDS also constrai
reliant on outsourcing. Third, regional DAESs, especially in the Pacific, report challenges in
accessing RPSP funds (thgh NDAS) to build their capacities.

Lastly,a major concern for SIDS regarding GCF project development is the separation of climate
change from development activities. Many SIDS lack the historical local or national climatological
data necessary to subsate claims that GCF investments are required for adapt&tione

countries and entities are usitihge RPSP to meet this data gap, but this can result in a-yaati

delay for project preparation.

if[ T] he GCF shoul d haveherdunds,ag h e
achieving the paradigm shift requires the Fund to balance risk
management against high impact transformative action. This is espe
pertinent for SIDS who have unique and particular vulnerabifities.

- SIDS inputs to the update of thetiai Strategic Plan for the GCF

CONCLUSION 4. GCF finance in SIDS has appropriately focused on grantunded
adaptation, although it is premature to assesthe extent to which the GCF SIDS portfolio is
achieving intended results. There is space fdunding more innovation related to financial
structures and instruments

The GCF Board has approved 29 projects that include SIDS for a total of USD 818 million. More
than 60 pecentof GCF finance in SIDS has been focused on adaptation, consistertte@hand

the priorities of SIDS. Approved funding proposals are aligned with the climate needs and priorities
of SIDS, including their NDCs, and interviewees in SIDS expect ambitious results from these
projects. Although most GCGfanded projects in SIDSra still in startup or early phases of
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implementation, the number of potential beneficiariesreglbrted by AEs in funding proposals
represent betweehper cenaind9 per cent of the population in SIDS. However, these numbers
have not been validated bye Secretariat or the IEU.

The evaluation also concluded that the GCF has room for improvement in terms of funding more
innovation in SIDS related to financial structures and instruments. To date, all GCF projects in SIDS
have been funded via either giswor loans, and few projects salentified an innovation in

financial structures or business models. To answer the call from the SIDS constituency for
innovation in this area, a wider use of financial instruments is warranted, provided it is balanced
with the debt sustainability situation in many SIDS that is further exacerbated by the QQVID
pandemic.

fiThe GCF is most relevant to the resiliefeélding efforts of SIDS and
has the potential to be the most significant agent of change inIDS.

- Survey respondent, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and
Ef fectiveness of GCFO6s invest me

CONCLUSI ON 5. The GCFb6és approach to the privat
articulated or coordinated. However, despite a very limited P% portfolio, there has been

sizeable engagement to improve the resilience of local private sector actors in SIDS through

the DMA portfolio .

The evaluation team found that the GCF lacks a common understanding of and semséite

strategy forthe privat sect or . Many interviewees said that
sector bears no resemblance to the private sector in SIDS, which is dominated byanticnmaH

sized enterprises, often reliant on skterim capital and with a low tolerance fsk and ability to

absorb debt.

Overall, GCF support for private sector engagement in SIDS is in its early stages. There is a
significant maturity gap between the type of readiness support currently being provided for the
private sector and the developrhehactual projects. The type of private sector engagement
planned in most RPSP proposals is focused on consultation, awareness builigjageral

scoping. Very little GCF funding has been provided for SIDS through the PSF. Contributing factors
includethe lack of institutional incentives and strategy in the PSF, challenges in finding interested
AEs, and general barriers and immaturities in private sector development in SIDS that may be
beyond the GCF&6s remit.

Despite the limited PSF portfolio, the evaliion team identified sizeable engagement of the private
sector in SIDS through the DMA portfolio that could contribute to improving the resilience of local
private sector actors in these countries. The benchmarking analysis illustrated the importance of a
coordinated approach to local private sector development abegssblic and private spheres.
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ATi me | ags along the project ¢y
especially given the urgency of action needed on the ground in many
our countreso

- Ambassador Lois Young, Chair of AO®rway and AOSIS Luncheao
on Climate Finance: Facilitating access for SI23,January 2020

CONCLUSION 6. The GCF policy landscape has the flexibility to accommodate the
circumstances of SIDS, butertain policy and governance issues that are important to SIDS
require further Board discussion and decisions

The evaluation concluded that GCF policies and frameworks leave room for potential flexibility for
SIDS andhatthe Board considered the neeatsl capacities of SIDS in their discussion and
decisions related to many of these policies and frameworks. The critical consideration is managing
the flexibility in interpretation and application of GCF policies to account for the specific
circumstances ddIDS. Guidance is lacking in terms of what flexible policy application looks like,
which presents a risk for misinterpretation or misapplication.

Importantly, half of the policies that are of most concern and interest toiSiz#iding

incremental cosioncessionality, clinancingandprogrammatic approadhare yet to be

approved by the Board. In particular, a lack of clear policy guidance on the programmatic approach
is holding back AEs from developing such programmes for SIDS. Further engageaisat is
needed around the topic of the GCFb&6s role in
is of keen interest to SIDS.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

The evaluation makes four major evideti@sed recommendations to the GCF Board and
Secretariat

RECOMMENDATION 1. Make improvements to RPSP support to improve direct access and
address the capacity difficulties that SIDS are facing. GCRunded capacity-building in SIDS

should take more of an accompaniment approach, providing human resocesto work side-

by-side with government and DAE staff to build capacity over longer periods (months to

years).

Recommendation 1(a)The GCF Secretariat should bridge the gap betweeaqureditation and
postaccreditation RPSP support by incorporatingpreces specifically foEN development into
pre-accreditation RPSP grants, with the release contingent on Board accreditation. This could be a
small amount, approximately USD 20,030,000, based on the cost to develdpNaas reported by

DAE interviewees

Recommendation 1(b)The GCF Secretariat should make entityd project developmentlated
support more accessible to regional DAEs and consider a separate window of funds that does not
count against the pewountry allocation of USD 1 million.

Recommendation 1(c)The GCF Secretariat should promote the availability of ryeltir support
for embedding advess in NDAs and/or make that support more easily accessible (e.g. through a
roster approach).

Recommendation 1¢). The GCF Secretariat showddjust its offer otechnical assistanc¢berough
theReadiness and Preparedness Support Programrafiect the need for more hanrads support
for writing CNsin SIDS.
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Recommendation 1¢). The GCF Secretariat should expand the roster and contributddmbuhe
capacity of RPSP delivery partners in SIDS. This would facilitate shifting the business model for
regional DAEs from readiness to investment and help relieve the bottleneck caused by regional
DAEs being the partner of choice for both RPSP andasneg funding proposals. Sharing lessons
learned with NDAs and RPSP delivery partners could also help improve the effectiveness of
capacitybuilding support offered to SIDS. For example, delivery partners could write terms of
reference for consultants tfacus less on oneff training or workshops and more on approaches
that reflect the need for more accompaniment and mentoring.

RECOMMENDATION 2. Accelerate and simplify the project cycle, especially for the SAP.

Recommendation 2(a)T h e | E U 6 sewrofahe SAPtrecamengnided that the Board develop a
strategy for the SAP while focusing on processes that accelerate and simplify the project cycle,
including consideration of delegation of authority to the Secretariat. Simplifying and accelerating
the SAPis especially important for SIDS, because the growth in their pipelines is shifting soward
this modality. The Board and the Secretariat
recommendations athe SAP.

Recommendation 2(b)In piloting thePSAA, the Board of the GCF should focus on making access
faster and streamlined, to provide access through entities in SIDS that may otherwise not implement
GCF projects.

Recommendation 2(c)The GCF Board and Secretariat should consider simplifying tidirfg
proposal template to allow SIDS to cras$erence GCF country programmes, NDCs, NAPs, IPCC
reportsor other equivalent analys@sdemonstrating overall national vulnerability to the impacts of
climate change.

RECOMMENDATION 3. Approve a policy on aprogrammatic approach with urgency and
with consideration to the issues raised by this evaluation.

Recommendation 3(a)The GCF Board should finalize the policy on the programmatic approach,
with due consideration of the perspectives of SIDS and AEsatrptilicy. In particular,
programmatic approaches should include both sirmgld multicountry programmes and include
provisions to streamline the processes for subproject approval and changes, while ensuring
appropriate due diligence.

Recommendation 3(b)Once a policy is adopted, the GCF Secretariat should provide AEs with
guidance on the policy to build their confidence to prepare such programmes. The GCF Secretariat
could also provide more fimatchmakingotosupport
encourage AEs and countries to pursue innovative elements within these programmes and
subprojects, including those requestedsby DS & constituenci es

Recommendation 3(c)In appraising programmatic approaches, the GCF Board and Secretariat

should ensuréhatt hey are closely | inked wi tahdlopggermt i ci pa-

strategies, as well as other national entities and efforts for complementarity and coherence.

Programmatic approaches should be ambitious and could be innofati\exanple, the GCF

could consider financing an individual SI DS6®o
with trigger points or thresholds; such an approach would provide ample opportunities for managed
flexibility, robust measures and bounded inn@ain project development and implementation.

Such approaches could help SIDS meet g visions and objectives with robust and predictable
finance, while maintaining the flexibility SIDS need to adapt to climate change.
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RECOMMENDATION 4. Ensurethe GCFé6s approach to private sect
the complexion of the local private sector in SIDS and a coordinated approach across the
Secretariat and its divisions and facilities.

Recommendation 4(a)The Board should adopt a private sector strategy that inclndes
following:

i1 A clear common understanding of the private sector, including a reflection of the characteristics
of local private sector actors in SIDS

1  Objectives of private sector engagemaevttich should include leveraging private sector
investment to realize the scale of climate ambitions, as well as improving the resiliémee of
local private sector and desking their climaterelated investments

1 A coordinated strategy among the GCF 8ecrar i at 6 s DCP, DMA and PSF
sector engagement, including in SIDS, ranging fearly-stageconsultation and awareness
building tolaterstage project development

Recommendation 4(b) The Secretariat should develop approaches for innoviatiaecing

structures and instruments, as requested by SIDS. It should also develop approaches for engagement
with MSMESs operating in constrained environments such as SIDS. Such approaches could include
intermediary models that combine lines of credit Withfor subproject preparatioor suites of

options to suppotthe private sector to build resilience in specific sectors common to SIDS, such as
tourism, fisheries, local traders/merchaaisd local private transport providers.

Recommendation 4(c)The Secretariat should develop performance indicators that encourage
development of private sector projects in a larger number of SIDS.

Recommendation4(d)Fol | owi ng a critical review dRFs, t he G
the GCF Secretariat shouldresider an RP for private sector investments in SIDS. To ensure the

success of thefR, it should be sequenced after any structural or incentive issues witfPthar@

addressed and access issues are improved for SIDS.
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Annex 1. LIST OF INTERVIEWEES

Country case study missions

NAME AFFILIATION COUNTRY

Elon Cadogan WSRN National Project Office Barbados
Keithroy Halliday Barbados Water Authority Barbados
Kelly Hunte WSRN National Project Office Barbados
Ricardo Marshall Ministry of Finance, Economic Affairs and Barbados
Investment
Ronald Griffith Ministry of Finance, Eonomic Affairs and Barbados
Investment
Beverly Wade Fisheries Department Belize
Denaie Swasey Protected Areas Conservation Trust Belize
Franklyn Magloire Development Finance Cooperation Belize
Genesia Tucker Belize Chamber of Commerce Belize
Gines Suarez Inter-American Development Bar(kDB) Belize
Lennox Gladden Ministry of Fisheries, Forestry, Sustainable Belize
Development, the Environment and Climate Chany
Leroy Martinez National Designated Authority Belize
Lorne Solis Ministry of Economic Development and Petroleum Belize
(MEDP)
Louisa Migliaccio International Fund for Agricultural Development Belize
Maja Muriisic World Bank Belize
Maribel Hernandez Acclimatise Belize
Nayari Perez Protected Areas Conservation Trust Belize
Olivia Avilez Belize Sugar Industries Belize
Sandra Miranda Belize National Indigenous Council Belize
Virgine Fayolle Acclimatise Belize
Yourshebell Cattouse Belize Chamber of Commerce Belize
Yvonne Hyde National Designated Authority Belize
Ainka Granderson Caribbean Natural Resources Institute (CANARI) Caribbean
Cheryl Dixon Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) Caribbean
Christian Gischler IDB Caribbean
Crispind 6 Au v e r g Organisation of Eastei@aribbean States (OECS) Caribbean
Secretariat
Derek Gibbs CDB Caribbean
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NAME AFFILIATION COUNTRY

Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre

Donneil Cain

Elizabeth Riley

Eugene Williams
Gloria Visconti
Javier Garcia
Keith Nichols
Leon Charles
Mariel Juarez
Nicholas Ross
Roddy Soomer
Ryan Zuniga

Sharon Augustine

Akka Rimon
Alexandra Conroy
Benjamin Tekanene

Choi Being Yeeting

James Teaero

Johan Bell

Johann Bell

Josh Chappelow
Kautoa Tonganibeia
Manikaoti Timeon

Marilou Drilon

MelanieKing

Ruiti Uriano Aretaake

Rupeni Mario

Stephan Dahan

114 | ©IEU

(ccccc)

CaribbearDisaster Emergency Management
Agency(CDEMA)

CARICOM Development Fund
IDB

IDB

CCcccC

Climate Analytics

IDB

CDB

CARICOM Development Fund
Ccccce

CaribbearDisaster Emergency Management
Agency(CDEMA)

World Bank (based in Kiribati)
Asian Development Bank (ADB)
Kiri Chamber of Commerce and Industry

UNFCCCfocal point,Office of Te Beretitenti
(President)

Ministry of Women, Youth and Sports and Social

Affairs
Conservation Iternational (NZ & Pacific)

Conservation International (NZ & Pacific) and

Australian National Centre for Ocean Resources a

Security University of Wollongong

Ministry of Infrastructure an®ustainable Energy

Kiri Chamber of Commerce and Industry

World Bank (based in Kiribati)

Climate Finance, Ministry of Finance and Econom|

Development

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment

Programme

Foundation of the Peoples of the South Pacific

Kiribati International (FSPK)

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment

Programme

World Bank (based in Kiribati)

Caribbean

Caribbean

Caribbean
Caribbean
Caribbean
Caribbean
Caribbean
Caribbean
Caribbean
Caribbean
Caribbean

Caribbean

Kiribati
Kiribati
Kiribati
Kiribati

Kiribati

Kiribati

Kiribati

Kiribati
Kiribati
Kiribati
Kiribati

Kiribati

Kiribati

Kiribati

Kiribati
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NAME AFFILIATION COUNTRY

Steven Panfil Conservation International (NZ & Pacific) and Kiribati
Australian National Centre for Ocean Resources a

Teatao Tira

Tekamangu Bwauira

Terry Lancashire

Terubeimoa Nabetari

Alison Carlin

Angela Saunders

Anjo Kabua
Ariston Santiago
Brooke Takala

Filomena Nelson

Helene Jacot des Combe

Jack Chong Gum
John Norton

Jose Padilla

Joseph Batol
Kino Kabua
Lani Milne
Liane Anje
May Bing

Melanie King

Robert Leo

Rupeni Mario

Stephan Boland
Steve Wakefield
Timmy Langrine

Tony Mellen

Security, University of Wollongong

Kiribati Pacific Country Office, Asian Development Kiribati

Bank
TeToaMatod Di sabl ed

Peopl e d Kirbati

Ministry of Infrastructure and Sustainable Energy  Kiribati

Te ToaMatod Di sabl ed
Ministry of Foreign AffairsandTrade

International Organization for MigratiahRMI
Office

Ebeye or Kwajalein Atoll Development Authority

Ebeye or Kwajalein Atoll Development Authority

Marshall Islands Red Cross Society

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment
Programme

World Bank
RMI EE: Marshall Energy Company

World Bank (seconded to the Office of Chief
Secretary)

United Nations Development ProgrammedRc
Region)

Majuro Water and Sewer Company (MWSC)
Office of the Chief Secretary

NDA office i Climate Change Directorate
RMI EE: Marshall Energy Company

Ministry of Finance

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment
Programme

RMI EE: Marshall Energy Company

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment
Programme

USAID Climate Ready Project
RMI EE: Marshall Energy Company
National Disaster Manageme@ffice (NDMO)

World Bank (seconded to the Office of Chief
Secretary)

Bnizatipnl e 6 Kiribati

Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands

Marshalllslands
Marshall Islands
Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands
Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands
Marshall Islands
Marshall Islands
Marshall Islands
Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands
Marshall Islands
Marshall Islands

Marshall Islands
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NAME AFFILIATION COUNTRY

Alexandra Conroy Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Cindy Cisneros Tiangco Asian Development Banik Pacific Desk Pacific
David Fay Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Exsley Taloiburi Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat Pacific
Jingmin Huang Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Kevin Petrini United Nations Development Programme Pacific
Lee Baker Pacific Disaster Ready Programin&SAID Pacific
Michaela Conine Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Noelle OBrien Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Olga Stephenson Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Olly Norojono Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Pivithuru Indrawansa Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Shinjini Mehta Asian Development Barik Pacific Desk Pacific
Sylvie Goyet The Pacific Community (SPC) Pacific
Tasha Siaosi Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat Pacific
Annette Leo Department of Sustainable Development (DSD) Saint Lucia
Bishnu Tulsi Saint Lucia National Trust Saint Lucia

Dawn PierreNathoniel Department of Sustainable Development (DSD) Saint Lucia

Donnette Charlery Department of Economic Development, Transport Saint Lucia
and Civil Aviation (NDA)

Noorani Azeez Saint Lucia Hospitality and Tourism Association  Saint Lucia

Ruth Phillips Ity Department of Economic Development, Transport Saint Lucia
andCivil Aviation (NDA)

Shanna Emmanuel Department of Sustainable Development (DSD) Saint Lucia

Tommy Descartes Department of Economic Development, Transport Saint Lucia
and Civil Aviation (NDA)

Vincent Boland Saint Lucia Development Bank Saint Lucia

George Uzice Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Seychelles) Seychelles

Gina Bonne Indian Ocean Commission Seychelles

Jean Priera Development Bank of Seychelles Seychelles

Peter Brinn Global Climate Change Alliance (GCCA+) Seychelles

Ronald Jumea Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Seychelles) Seychelles

Wills Agricole National Designated Authority Seychelles
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NAME PosITION DIVISION

Ani Waiba

Clifford Polycarp

Daniel Buckley

Demetrio Innocenti
Katherine Bryson

Lifeng Li

Rocio Vizuete Fernandez
Eduardo Freitas

Kabishi Tshilumba

Ali Haider

Mahendra Saywack

Keith Alger

Corey Fortin

Diane McFadzien
Samantha Rabine
Fumihiko Tominaga
Jason Spensley
Orville Grey
Jessica Jacobs

Ania Grobicki

German Velasquez
Selina Wrighter
Emerson Resende
Juan Pablo Hoffmeister
Douglas Ley
Francesco Giuliano

Raj Bavishi

Ame Odaro

Jason Youngseok Kim

Kenneth Barden

Team Assistant

Deputy Director of DCP

Senior Readiness Programme Specialist
SAP/PPF/EDA Manager

Operations Assistant Consultant
Coordinator for Support Programmes
Operations Assistant Consultant
Regional Manager Africa

Deputy Director of Africa DCP

Regional Analyst

Regional Officer LA Caribbea(Readiness
upstream)

Regional Manager Brazil

Regional Officer

Regional Manager AsiRacific
Regional Analyst AsidPacific
NAP Team

Senior Specialist

NAP Team

Regional Manager Latin America & Caribbean

Deputy Director for Communications and Public

Relations

Director of DMA

Strategic Advisor to the ED

Climate Policy Specialist

Multilateral Governance Manager
General Counsel

Associate General CoungeDperations
Senior Counsel

Compliance Specialist

Enterprise Risk Manager

Compliance Specialist

DCP
DCP
DCP
DCP
DCP
DCP
DCP
DCPi Africa Desk
DCP1 Africa Desk

DCPi Latin America
& Caribbean Desk

DCP7 Latin America
& Caribbean Desk

DCP7 Latin America
and Caribbean Desk

DCP1 Pacific
DCPi Pacific
DCPi Pacific
DCP (NAP)

DCP (NAP)

DCP (NAP)

DCP Grenadaffice
DMA

DMA
OED
OGA
OGA
OGC
OGC
OGC
ORMC
ORMC
ORMC
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SMALLISLAND DEVELOPING STATES

NAME PosITION DivISION

Mayuresh Patange
Mitch Carpen

Jennifer Rubis

Jose FrazieGomez

Seblewongel Negussie

Akaya Fujiwara
Andrey Chicherin
Ayaka Fujiwara

Mohamed Yousif Bakr

Sergio Pombo
Thomas Fuhr
Tom Bishop
Tony Clamp

Yves Patrick Karangwa

GCF Board

Investment Risk Manager ORMC

Head of Risk Management and Compliance ORMC

Indigenous Peoples and Social Safeguards ORMC EES & Gendel

Specialist

Environment and Social Specialist ORMC ESS & Gendel

Environmental and Social Safeguards, Gender, ORMC ESS & Gendei

Indigenous Peoples Manager a.i.

Climate Investment Specialist PSF
Innovation, Technology and @eunding Manager PSF
Climate Investment Specialist PSF
Private Equity & Venture Capital Senior PSF
Consultant

Head of Private Equity Funds PSF
Projects Consultant PSF
Associate Professional PSF
Director of PSF a.i. PSF
Associate Professional PSF

NAME PosITION REPRESENTATION

Paul Oquist

Ronald Jumeau

Janine Felson

Executive Secretary of the Commission of th Caribbean and Latin
Nicaraguan Grand Interoceanic Canal and  America

Ministeri Private Secretary for National

Policies of President Daniel Ortega Saavedr

in the Presidency of the Republic of Nicarag:
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Seychelles Ambassador, United Nation

AOSIS/Permanent Mission of Belize to the
United Nations (Belize)

Ambassador and Deputy
Permanent Representative
Belize to the United Nations

Other country interviews

NAME AFFILIATION COUNTRY

Kamal Gounder
Makereta Konrote
Katherine Blackman
Unamay Gordon

Vineil Narayan
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Ministry of Economy (NDA) Fiji

Ministry of Economy (NDA) Fiji
Ministry of Economic Growth and Job Creation (ND. Jamaica
Ministry of Economic Growth and Job Creation (ND. Jamaica

Ministry of Economy (NDA) Jamaica
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Additional AE interviews

NAME PosITION

Ezra Christopher

Michai Robertson

Christian Ellerman

Noelle O'Brien

Olly Noronjono

Woo Yul Lee

Ruben Avila

Ana Tiraa

Mani Mate
Tessa Vaetoru
Lisa Andon
William Kostka

Andrew Hudson

Oliver Waissbein

Riad Meddeb

Srilta Kammila

Fenella Frost

Ingrid De Loof

Mohamed Abdereman

Titus Osundina

Youssouf Mbechezi

Note:

M&E Officer

Policy Consultant

GCF focal point

Principal Climate Change Specialist
for the Pacific Department

Director, Energy Di\gion, Pacific
Department, Manila

Project Officer

Deputy Executive Director
Executive Director

Head, Water & Ocean Governance
Programme

PrincipalTechnical Advisor, Energy
Senior Principal Advisor for Small
Island Developing States

Head of Adaptation

Country Staff

Country Staff

Country Staff

Country Staff

Country Staff

Final report Annex 1

AFFILIATION

Antigua & Barbuda, Department of
Environment, Ministry of Health and
Environment

Antigua & Barbuda, Department of
Environment, Ministry of Health and
Environment

Asian Development Bank (ADB)
ADB

ADB

ADB

Central American Bank for Economic
Integration CABEI)

Cook Islands Ministry of Finance anc
Economic ManagemeMFEM)

MFEM
MFEM
Micronesia Conservation Trust
Micronesia Conservation Trust

United Nations Development
Programme

United Nations Development
Programme

United Nations Development
Programme

United Nations Development
Programme

United Nations Development
ProgrammgComoros

United Nations Development
ProgrammeComoros

United Nations Development
Progranme Comoros

United Nations Development
ProgrammeComoros

United Nations Development
ProgrammgComoros

Due to legal and ethical considerations, we are not permitted to idenligy amy agencies which

have applied for but not yet received accreditation. These agencies are therefore not listed.
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External experts

NAME PosiTION AFFILIATION

Melanie Pill

Christopher Bartlett

llan Kelman

Adelle Thomas

Advisory panel

PhD Candidate Australian National University

FormerSenior Technical Advisor Government of Vanuatu
and Climate Negotiator

Professor of Disasters and Healtl University College London

Director of the Climate Change  University of the BahansClimate
Adaptation and Resilience Analytics
Research Centre

NAME PosITION, AFFILIATION

Alexandre Magnan

Fekitamoeloa Katoa Ut o i

Geeta Batra

Miwa Kato
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Senior Research Fellow, Vulnerability and Adaptation to clime
change alnstitute for Sustainable Development and Internatio
Relations [DDRI)

k a n Permanent Representative of SIDS tolimited Nations Office

of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries
Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island Developit
States (UN-OHRLLYS)

Deputy Director an€hief Evaluation Officer at Global
Environment Facility (GEF)

Programme Officer, Secretariat to tHaited Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Changg NFCCC)
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Annex 2. SURVEY RESULTS

The evaluation team administered one survey via an goltrm (LimeSurvey) to key GCF

SIDS stakeholder community members (NDAs/focal polEs, civil society organizations
(CSO0s), private sector organizations (PSOs)Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme
(RPSB delivery partners). The survey wansto all 78 key informants who had been interviewed
by the evaluation team as of 29 June 2020, and in a second round, the survey was sent to an
additional 86 SIDS stakeholders who were not interviewed. The team re68icednplete and 24
incomplete respnsesresulting in a 42 per cent completion raResults for each question or
statement exclude thosého did not respond.

The respondentsd affiliations were queried thr

Government NN 29

)y T OAOT AGET T Al | AAOA AE O /minssimisisispymeesemm i 20 ET OAOT AC
2ACEITAl 10 $EOAAO ! AA/wintemivietuininie® 16 %1 OEOU j $! %Q
Delivery Partner IS S
Civil society organization or academidl 1

Private sector organization Il 2

Other N 3

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Figure A-1. Question 1. Which of the following best describes your association with the Green
Climate Fund?

Pacific [ 37

Caribbean I 3/

Atlantic, Indian Ocean, Mediterranean and South Chirﬁ 3
Sea

No regional affiliation [ NN 7

other I 5

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Figure A- 2. Question 2: Which of the following best describes your regioafiiliation?

To solicit systematic feedback on the performance of the GCF in SIDS, respondents were requested
to indicate their level of agreement with the following 11 statements. The results received from the
survey respondents are visualized below.
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree m Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-3. Statementl:GCH unded investments are relevant
needs

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree M Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-4. Statement 2: GCF accredited entities are suited to meet the needs of SIDS

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree m Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-5. Statement 3: The GCF provides sufficient support for direct access entities in the
SIDS to achieve accreditation

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree m Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A- 6. Statement 4: The GCF Secretariat understands the specifictext of the SIDS
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree m Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-7. St atement 5: The GCF Secretariatébés offe
tailored to country capacities

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree M Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-8. Statement 6: The GCF RPSP éfective in preparing SIDS to access GCF
funding

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree M Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-9. Statement 7: The GCF project sizes (micro, small, medium, large) are appropriate
in the SIDS context

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree M Strongly disagree ® Don't know

Figure A-10. Statement 8: The GCF concept of paradigm shift should look different in SIDS
than in other countries
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree M Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-11. Statement 9: The GCF approach to the private sector is appropriate to support
local private sector entities the SIDS

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree m Agree mDisagree m Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-12. Statement 10: GCF investments in SIDS build on other sources of climate finance

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree m Agree m Disagree m Strongly disagree m Don't know

Figure A-13. Statement 11: The GCF is applying learning from its experiences in SIi0 its
programming

Respondents were then requestenk the following challenges that SIDS may face in accessing
the GCF from (1) the most significant challerig€9) the least significant challenge. A summary of
the highest and lowest ranked chadies is provided iffigure A- 14. The challenges specified were
as follows

Lack of capacity to develop project proposals that meet the GCF standard (Al)

Difficulties in achieving accreditation for national direct access entities (DAES) (A2)

Frequent changes in GCF processes (A3)

Lack of interest frodAEsto pursue GCF unded projects that meet
Lack of awareness among country stakeholdbmit how GCF works (A5)

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 =

Difficulties in separating climate change from pdimate change activities for GCF funding
(A6)

1 Challenges in demonstrating the climate rationale for GCF projects (A7)
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1 Lack of flexibility in GCF requirements (A8)

1  Others (pleasepgcify in the text below the question) (A9)

Figure A- 13 shows the count of challenges that were ranked by respondents to be the single most
significant challenge (1and subsequentine counts of challengeanked to be 13 inclusive, 46
inclusiveand7i 9 inclusive.Due to their similarity, the difficulties in separating climate change

from nonclimate change activities for GCF fundi(®y6) andthe challenges in demonstrating the
climate rationale for GCF projects (A7) are considered as one challenge in this figure.
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Ranking 1
| 28
10
o 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30
Count of respondents
Ranking 1-3 Ranking 4-6 Ranking 7-9
51 —— 16 3
30 32 61
28 22 19
30 30 — o
: I 32 17
26 — ) —
31 I——— 26 — 14
e 16 30 ——— 22
5 10 15
6 13 47
o 10 20 30 40 5o 60 o 10 20 30 40 50 60 o 10 20 30 40 50 60
Count of respondents Count of respondents Count of respondents
Challenges

I Lack of capacity to develop project proposals that meet the GCF standard.
Not completed or Not displayed

Lack of awareness among country stakeholders about how GCF works.
M Lack of flexibility in GCF requirements.
M Frequent changes in GCF processes.
M Challenges in demonstrating the climate rationale for GCF projects.
M Difficulties in separating climate change from non-climate change activities for GCF funding.

I Difficulties in achieving accreditation for national direct access entities (DAEs).
Others

Lack of interest from international accredited entities (IAEs) to pursue GCF-funded projects that meet SIDS' needs.

Figure A - 14. Respondent rankings of the challenges faced3ipS in accessingsCF
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Annex 3. BENCHMARKING AND META-ANALYSIS

This analysis answers the question: what can the GCF learn frappheaches of other

international, regionandbilateral agencies working gmall island developing StateSIDS)? The
evaluation team first conducted a review of the approaches of other climate finance and international
organizations working prominentig SIDS, to compare and benchmark the GCF approach. The
organizations reviewed were the Adaptation Fund, Climate Investment gifRdsGlobal

Environment FacilitfGEF), Asian Development BanlADB), African Development Bank (AfDB)
European Investme®ank (EIB), Inte-American Development Bar(kDB) and World Bank

Group.For the international organizations, a ratelysis of independent evaluations was also
conducted to identify lessons learned and the successful strategies these organizations have
enployed in their approaches for SIDS.

The evaluation team also identified relevant regional and bilateral agencies that are dedicated to
SIDS, operate specific SIDS windows or programmes, or provide high volumes of finance to SIDS.
The regional agencies afe Pacific Community and Secretariat of the Pacific Regional

Environment Programm@&PREP)N the Pacific; Caribbean Community and Common Market;
Organisation oEastern Caribbean Sta@ECS) Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre
(CCCCC) and Catbbean Development BarfkDB) in the Caribbean; and the Indian Ocean
Commissionin the Atlantic, Indian Ocean and South China Sea. The bilateral agencies are the
development aid agencies associated with the governments of Australia, France, Japan, New
Zealand andthe United States. Because these agencies operate in a substantially different way to the
GCF, they were not benchmarked per se; instead, for these regional and bilateral agencies, the focus
was on best practices and lessons learned for operat#ip

A. OVERVIEW

Overall, SIDS frequently feature in the strategies of most international organizations, including the
GCF, but most organizations, with the exception ofrtludtilateral development bank§IDBS),

have specific strategies to engage with SIDi$e MDBs also tend to have specific strategies for
engaging with the private sectoespecially with small and mediugized enterprises (SMEB)n

SIDS. Like the GCF, few international organizations have specific instruments, policies or processes
for engaging with SIDS. Among the climate funds, modalities and approaches for capacity support
also tend not to be differentiated among country groups, such as SIDS.

Table A- 1Error! Reference source not found.below summarizes key elements of international
organi zat iesto$I®S. Hpystheirgterpneted cautiously, however, since the specific
circumstances and needs of SIDS are considered to varying degrees among these elements and
organizations. More details are provided in the sections that follow on each element and
organization.
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TableA-1. Key el ements of organizations6é approach

ARESIDS
GIVEN SPECIFIC ADAPTATION cie | aroB | 2B | Bank EIB
CONSIDERATION FUND
IN:
o] o] o]

Resource -- 0] -- -- -- o] o] o) - -
allocation and

financial

instruments anc

terms?

o] o]

O«
1
i
1
i

Programming
strategies?

Investment -- -- -- -- = o} o} - - -
modalities?

Project cycle -- -- = = = o} o} - — —
processes?

Implementing - - o] N/A  N/A NA N/A- N/A N/A N/A
entities /

accreditation

processes?

O«

1

i

1

i

1

i

1

i
O
(@]
O

1

i

1

i

Private sector
approach?

Addressing - - - = = o} o} - - Fe}
capacity and

country support

challenges?

Source: Evaluation team review of: Adaptation Fund, n.d.; Adaptation Fund, Zaldptation Fund, 2014;
AfDB, 2016; AfDB, 2019; AfDB, 2020; ADB, 2019a; ADB, 2019b; ADB, 2019c; ADB, 2018a;
ADB, 2018b; ADB, 2018c; ADB, 2017a; ADB, 2017b; CIF, 2008; EIB, 2015; GEF, 2018a; GEF,
2018b; IDB, 2020; UN, 2017; World Bank, 2016a; World Bank,720MWorld Bank, 2019.

Note: 0 SI DS are given some s p-€StDS &re motgivemspedifider at i on i n
consideration in this area.
GEF: Global Environmental Facility | AF: Adaptation Fund | CIF: Climate Investment Funds | AfDB:
African Development Bank | ADB: Asian Development Bank | WBG: World Bank Group | EIB:
European Investment Bank | IDBiterAmerican Development Bank | UNDPnltked Nations
Development Programme

B. PROGRAMMING STRATEGIES

BENCHMARKING

Like the GCF, the multilateral climate funds generally have not had specific strategies for engaging

with SIDS. The international implementing agencies have differentiated streftagiesrking with

SIDS, which often focus on an approach that is sensitive to the fragility of many SIDS. Some

agencies have moved towards more regional approaches to their programming sttdindtgies (

Nations Development ProgramméNDP)), while others\{orld Bank Group) are taking more
countrytailored approaches. Regional strategies generally foctle@ECS in the Caribbean and

the smaller Pacific SIDS, with countgpecific strategies for larger SIDS and the AIS SIDS.

Climate change featuresprommé | vy i n t hese agenciesd country e
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In theGEF, the programming directions for the most recent GEF replenishment period/(GEF

from 2018 to 2022) do not include any specific mention of SIDS as part of the climate change

focal area, @ahough the GEF has been requested bythiteed Nations Framework Convention

on Climate ChangdJNFCCQ Conference of the Partie€QP to provide enhanced support

and to continue to assistast developed countrielsICs) and SIDS in efficiently accessing

resources. The chemicals and waste focal area forGiefes include a specific window for

LDCs and SIDS. In addition, in the Small Grants Programme (SGP) of the GEF, special
attention wil!/l be placed #dbCerandSmaleangt heni ng S
Devel opi fi’)g Stateso.

SIDS have been supported through two of the @l&r programmes: the Pilot Programme for
Climate Resilience (PPCR) and the Scaling Up Renewable Energy in Low Income Countries
Program (SREP). The PPCR design document specifiedthapr i or i ty wi | | be
vulnerableLDCse | i gi bl e f or MD Bincluding 8IBS; is seleatirgg Ipilotf und s 0
countriest!*

TheAdaptation Fundé s M eTkimSirategy for 20182022 does not make specific
mention of emphasigpproaches or modalities for SIB'S.

In SIDS, theWorld Bank Group is guided by specific strategies for engagement in SIDS,

including its roadnapfor engagement in small stat¥and its flagshigPacific Possibleeport

that identifies risks and opporttieis for development in the Pacific SIDS, including in

response to climate chandpacific Possibleecognizes the constraints of the small Pacific

SIDS6 geography and Asuggests that reform ef
existing growth pportunities as compared to an approach that recommendshased

reforms in the hope that tthey would trigger
The World Bankés Climate Action Plan also hi
one bgdnoludmgisgalinggpp t he Small Il sl and States Resil
build capacity, better use the existing fragmented funds, and mobilize increased financing for

smal | island stateso. ASmal | islands and mos
typologies in the Action Plan. The Worl d Ban
countries is to ncr ecatpeacsipeyc iafnidc esxalruetmed nys vfi

this contrasts with other country typologies for whom a common meactiofties may be
utilized 118

In addition to these corporate strategies, the World Bank has regional and individual country
partnership frameworks for Pacific and Caribbean Si®&hich feature climate change and
resilience. Over the past decade, coustrgtegies began to be prepared for individual

countries to reflect growing World Bank Group engagement across the Pacific islands; these
are shaped by a common regional approach but tailored to the different histories and challenges
of each Pacific SIDIndividual country partnership frameworks for AIS SIDS also focus on
resilience to climate change impacts.

13 GEF, 2018a, 140.

14 CJIF, 2008.

115 Adaptation Fund, nd.

116\World Bank, 2016a.

117World Bank, 2017a.

118\World Bank, 2016b.

119The regional framework for the Caribbean covers the OECS countries. For the Pacific, iKiolvatis Republic of

the Marshall Islands; Federated States of Micronesia; Republic of Nauru; Republic of Palau; Independent State of Samoa;
Kingdom of Tonga; Tivalu; and Vanuatu.
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1 The overall corporate strategy ADB recognizes the need for a differentiated approach to
SIDS, and seeks particularly to promote innovation and longer commitment periods, especially
for institutional development, improved governance and higher levels of transp&faitey.
ADB Climate Chang Operational Framework also explicitly recognizes the heterogeneity of
its developing member countries, including SIDS, without being specific about how the
response of ADB will be shaped by these differeAteBhe ADB has a regional strategy for
the 11smaller Pacific SID$2??which features climate change prominently both from the
perspective of managing impacts and increased renewable energy generation. On climate
change, ADB also plans to help Pacifice SIDS
complex financing arrangements, and pursue a more programmatic and regional approach to
financing climate change and di s%4ThetA®Balspi sk
has individual country partnership strategies for the larger SIDS, sugiji.a

1  The corporat&IB Climate Strategy does not specifically mention SIDS in its narrétive.
However, the Cotonou Agreement of EIB, which governs its partnership with African,
CaribbearandPacific (ACP) countries, includes climate change as a focus area and provides

that cooperation shall Arecogni zlemofsnmak vul ner
islands and lowying ACP statesto climate e | at ed pg*henomenao.

1  TheAfDB Climate Action Plan does not specifically mention SIDS. However, like other
MDBs, the AfDB prepares muiiiear country strategy papers, including with member SIDS.

1  Theoverall corporate strategy of IDB does not substantially differentiate between SIDS and the
rest of the IDB member countries. Muytear strategies are prepared for each country,
including SIDS, although the OECS countries are not IDB members and thasbve
specific programming strategies. These OECS countries may access the IDB through an
intermediaryi specifically, the CDB.

1 TheUNDP has multicountry development frameworks for both the Patffiand the
Caribbeart?” which feature resiliency to cliate change as a key priority. In the Caribbean, the
multi-country framework is the successor to six country and regional frameworks that
previously covered Barbados and the OECS countries, as well as Belize, Guyana, Jamaica,
Suriname, and Trinidad and Tajmseparately.

KEY LESSONS LEARNED

Limited lessons have been documented regarding the programming approaches of these
organizations vis-vis SIDS.These lessons point to the potential need in SIDS for differentiated

120 ADB, 2018a.

21 ADB, 2017a.

122 Cook IslandsKiribati; Republic ofthe Marshall Islandshe Federated States of Micronediaury Palay Samoa
Solomon IslandsTonga Tuvalu and Vanuatu

123ADB, 2017b.

124E|B, 2015.

125 Furopean Community, 2017.

126 The Subregional Programme Document for the Pacific Island Countries and Territorig2(@P)&overs th€ook
Islands Federated States of Micronedhji ; Kiribati; Republic of theMarshall IslandsNaury Niue; Palay Sama;
Solomon IslandsTokelay Tonga Tuvalu and Vanuatu

127The United Nations Muktountry Sustainable Development Framework in the Caribbeani(2027) covers
Anguilla; Antigua and Barbudaruba BarbadosBelize British Virgin Islands Curagag Dominicg GrenadaGuyana
JamaicaMontserraf Saint Lucia Saint Kitts and NevisSaint Vincent and the Grenadin&int MaartenSurinameand
Trinidad and Tobago
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strategies for microstates, more selective programming in SIDS that have lower institutional
capacity and ensuring that the scale of programming matches the need

1 Thelndependent Evaluan Group(IEG) of the World Bank found that in the Caribbean
OECS, applying a more selective Il ens during
consistency and continuity of bank sufport f
A more limited number of objectives could allow for deeper, more hamdsngagement,
particularly important for SIDS with limited institutional capacity. In the Pacific SIDS, IEG
found that some country programme strategies have a disconnect between acknowledgement of
the climate change threat and the scale and type of interventions supported; for example, noting
the existential threat to Tuvalu from climate change but providing support only for water tanks
and rainwater harvestirg®

1  The IDB evaluation of climate chga in 2014 noted that IDB at that time had no regional
strategy or action plan to guide adaptation or mitigation members in Caribbean SIDS as a
group; rather, its strategy was at the national level, and attention to climate change was uneven
among the counies*

T I'n UNDP, an evaluation found that the agency
well for most of the Pacific SIDS, but its relevance is limited in the context of the microstates,
which fArequire attendevedmevaent dowsetream and |

C. RESOURCE ALLOCATION AND FINANCING INSTRUMENTS AND
TERMS

BENCHMARKING

The GCF has not adopted an official country resource allocation approach, although informal
guidance is being given to countries about the number of projects that may &ée pemctountry for
the first replenishment period. The GCF also has not adopted any financing instruments or terms
specifically for use in SIDS.

Unlike the GCF, most of the international organizations have moved in the direction of
increased resource alloations for SIDS, especially for Pacific SIDS, relative to other countries.
The GEF has made efforts to protect SIDS during replenishment shortfalls. In the World Bank
Group and ADB, some SIDS have special exceptions that offer more favourable finarmog ter
with more access to grants and concessional finance. Common instruments include grants,
concessional lending and polityased lending (a form of budget support).

1 IntheGEF, an emphasis on SIDS was part of the rationale for reforming the GEF System for
Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR) formula, making more financing available to
SIDS. The GEF has also taken actions to protect SIDS and LDCs during projected funding
shortfalls in replenishment, as in GiBRvhen the level of decrease apportionmdcbuntry
allocations was met entirely by the RbBC and norSIDS countrie$®? The GEF primarily
uses grant instruments, but SIDS have also participated in the GHffardrinstrument pilot
(see also the section on the private sector, below).

128\\/orld Bank IEG, 2016b.
129\World Bank IEG, 2016ba.
1301DB OVE, 2014.
B81UNDP EO,2012.

182GEF IEO, 2018a.
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1 IntheCIF, resources are allocated for country and regional investment plans. Under the PPCR,
six Caribbean SIDS and three Pacific SIDS are supported through two regional programmes
comprisng individual country plans and a regional track. Under SRERyiduhl country
plans and one regional programme support Pacific and AIS SIDS. The PPCR has used
concessional loans as its primary instrument, although some countries have also received grant
investments.

1 TheAdaptation Fund has effectively capped countajlocations at USD 10 million, which is
typically utilized in a single project. No distinctions are made between SIDS and other
countries. All Adaptation Fund allocations are graased.

1 TheWorld Bank Group6s support to S| DS, aspgnareasedinthd ar | y
latest replenishment period (IDA18), with a significantly higher base allocation that will almost
gquadruple available resources in some of the most fragile countries, including Kiribati, Tuvalu,
the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMiInd Federated States of Micronesia (FSM). The
World Bank also relies on the mobilization of significant trust fund resources from bilateral

devel opment partners in both the Pacific and

small island economie$S(Es) exception allows some SIDS to access more concessional
International Development Association (IDA) resources than they would otherwise be eligible
for, given their income level. The table below shows the eligibility of SIDS to access different
levelsof concessional finance from the World Bank. The terms of the resources that countries
receive from IDA are based on the risk of debt distress in a gived®year.

T I'n the Pacific, the Worl d Ban lolicbasadpedding, st r at

International Finance Corporation (IFC) resources, and programmnesults financing, which
can link financing directly to the achievement of institutional capacity and be implemented by a
United Nations agency or NGO on behalf o government, when needed.

133 An IDA-only SIE in debt distress or at a high risk of debt distress is eligible to receive k#hpef its concessional
financing in the form of grant&\n IDA-only SIE at moderate risk of debt distress is eligible to recfvaercent of its
concessional financing in the form of grants and the remaining 50 percent as TredisA -only SIEs at low risk of

debt distress and SIEs that are eligible for totérnational Bank for Reconstruction and DevelopnfdBRD) and IDA
resources (Blend Countries) are not eligible for IDA grafts example, in FY17, theederated States of Micronesia

Kiribati, the Republic of the Marshall Islands and Tuvalu were eligible for IDA grants, whereas Samoa, Tonga and
Vanuatu received 50 peent of IDA on grant terms and 50 per cent on credit terms. Palau and Nauru are IBRD countries,
but given current IBRD creditworthiness assessments, they would only have access to resources from IBRD with
significant credit enhancements.
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Table A-2.  World Bank financing terms for SIDS

IDA-ONLY, GRANT-
ELIGIBLE, HIGHLY

GAP***  NON-GRANT-

BLEND***, NON-GRANT-
ELIGIBLE, HIGHLY

ELIGIBLE, HIGHLY IBRD-ONLY
CONCESSIONALSIE NS E CONCESSIONALSIE
TERMS TERMS
Caribbean Dominica, Grenada, Saint Guyana Antigua and
Lucia, Saint Vincent and Barbuda, Saint
the Grenadines Kitts and Nevis,
Trinidad and

Tobago, Belize,
Suriname, Jamaice

Pacific Kiribati, RMI, Timor-Leste Fiji, Nauru**
FSM, Samoa, Palau**
Solomon Islands,
Tonga, Tuvalu,

Vanuatu
AlS Comoros, Cabo Verde Mauritius,
Maldives, Sao Seychelles

Tome and Principe
GuineaBissau*

Source: World Bank, 2019.
Note: * Regular IDA lending terms; all otheoantries are eligible for IDA small economy lending terms.
IDA Credits on Small Economy Terms in FY18 (fiscal year) had a grant element of 61 per cent
compared to a grant element of 53 per cent for IDA Credits on IDA Regular Terms.
** Considered not credlivorthy to borrow from International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (IBRD), unless there is an adequate security arrangement.
*** | n the World Bank, a AGap Countryodo means a
be eligible for IDA Creds; (b) determined by IDA to have a Gross National Income (GNI) per capita
that has exceeded the operationataifor IDA eligibility for more than two consecutive years; and
(c) not currently determined by IBRD to be creditworthy to borrow from IBRB.@ap Countryo
means a member country that is (a) determined by IDA to be eligible for IDA Credits; (b) determined
by IDA to have a GNI per capita that has exceeded the operatioraf éaut IDA eligibility for
more than two consecutive years; and (¢)auorently determined by IBRD to be creditworthy to
borrow from IBRD.

1  The sovereign allocation &DB to Pacific SIDS in the coming years will double in countries
eligible for concessional assistance only and increase in other SIDS. In its latest replenishment
(ADF 13), ADB is proposing an economic vulnerability premium for gedigiible SIDS based
on the degree of vulnerability of a country, in contrast to the previous base allocation, which
allocated a uniform amount to all eligible countries. This premium is designed to help mitigate
structural vulnerability and recognize the higher costs of livingsandgce delivery in SID$*

The ADB plans to use grants, concessional lendimdpolicy-based operations in SIDS,
among other instruments.

134 ADB, 2019.
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Table A-3.  ADB financing terms for SIDS

ELIGIBLE FOR CONCESSIONAL ELIGIBLE FOR

ADB-ONLY ADB BLEND ORDINARY LENDING AND CONCESSIONAL

(100%GRANTS) (50%GRANTS) REGULAR ORDINARY CAPITAL ORDINARY LENDING
RESOURCES RESOURCES ONLY

FSM, Kiribati, RMI, Maldives, Solomon Palau, Papua New Guinea, Cook Islands, Fiji

Nauru, Samoa, Tonga, Islands, Vanuatu Timor-Leste

Tuvalu

Source: ADB, 2019

1 Less information is publicly available ®DB resource allocation and financing terms for
SIDS. Among SIDS, Guyana qualifies for concessional financing provided through blended
loans; Haiti benefits exclusively from grants.

KEY LESSONS LEARNED

Evaluations have generally found that MDBs have used @popriate instruments in SIDS,

noting the effectiveness of poldya sed i nstruments while also cau
of tying financial terms to debt distress in SIDS. In the ADB, the call has been for increasing grant
resources to the smadlePacific SIDS while also providing complementary support to ensure

absorptive capacity.

1T An ADB | ED evaluation found that ADB relevan
dependent on the ability to increase grant project financing An@speciallygi ven countr
high ri sk o¥Hodevdr tgived ihairtsizeeS$DS bave a limited capacity to absorb
increasing amounts of development assistance
and support f d%Most meehteamADBtreview obtinedinancing needs of
Pacific SIDS found that the absorptive capacity of SIDS was imprévasgevidenced by
positive trends in portfolio performanceand credi ted this to figreat
project sr aa dgndirapchgliseapproved, proactive measures to address capacity
limitations in the SIDS, greater coordination with partners, and new and flexible
appr o dYPee aso sections below on project cycle process and strengthening capacity.)

The ADB evaludbn of support in the Pacific also called into question the approach used by

many MDBs to |link financial terms to debt di
debt distress caused moral hazard, since countries had little incentive togpiast the risk
of debt because by doing so theé¥®¥% would | ose

T A World Bank | EG evaluation found that the b
country IDA funding and the ability to borrow given existing high intéelness as well as by
the absorptive capacity of governmentso. The
appropriate mix of lending instruments in the Caribbean OECS countries, including
development policy lending and the adaptable programmaaticinstrument for projects
covering multiple countries, which helped limit transaction costs for the bank and addressed
differing levels of readiness among the country clients. (The adaptable programmatic loan

135pB, 2020.

136 ADB IED, 2015.
137 ADB IED, 2019.
138 ADB, 2019a.
139 ADB IED, 20109.
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instrument has been largely replaced withtiphaseprogrammatic lending at the bank; see
also the next section below.)

Particularly in the Pacific, the development policy operation instrument significantly
contributed to more effective donor coordination, which is especially important in the small
country context, as the experience in Tonga showed.

1  The IDB Office of Evaluation and Oversight (OVE) found that IDB has appropriately used
investment loans, granemdnonemergency policypased loans to support sustainable energy
frameworks and climatehange.

D. INVESTMENT MODALITIES, INCLUDING COUNTRY, REGIONAL AND
PROGRAMMATIC APPROACHES

BENCHMARKING

Like the GCF, international organizations primarily use a project and programmeoriented
funding model, with support for both regional and country-specific modalities in SIDS.There
has been a trend towanegional frameworks with nested countajlored approaches.

Among international organizations, there has been some divergence in terms of the prevalence of
programmatic interventions in3S, with ADB andthe World Bank moving increasingly into this
spacewhereashe GEF use of the programmatic approach in SIDS has declined. For the MDBs, the
value of longetterm, programmatic interventions is associated with increased predictability of
resources, addressing the perceived need for sustained support in fragile situations, and reduced
transaction costs for lowapacity governments.

1  TheGEF funds both country and regional projects and programmes in SIDS. Use ofthe full
size GEF project mod# (greater than USD 2 million) is most common in SIDS in financial
terms and number of projects, with an average project size of approximately USD 6.5 million,
followed by mediurrsized projects (up to USD 2 million). About a third of SIDS projects in
the GEF are regional programmes. The GEF use of its programmatic approach ini8IDS
which child projects are part of a parent programme and are designed to contribute to the
overall programme objectiviehas diminished over timé?

1  TheCIF uses its programatic approach to identify and fund both country and regional
projects in the Pacific and Caribbean SIDS. Individual country projects have also been funded
in the AIS SIDS.

1  TheAdaptation Fund has funded countrgpecific projects in SIDS, with one exceptifor a
multi-country project in the AIS SIDS.

1 TheGEF and theAdaptation Fund also both have modalities for small grants that are
available to SIDS as well as other countries.

1 The specific investment approachAddB for SIDS is to use longderm, progranmatic
interventions that provide sustained support for cap#cityi | di ng, -sersitva fAfr agi
a p p r d“aMuhi-dranche financing facilities, mulpartner and mukyear policybased
operations, longerm flagship regional TAndprogrammatic TA operations are examples of
these types of modalities.

140GEF, 2018.
141 ADB, 2017b.
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The ADB also seeks to expand the use of regional approaches, including regional TA for
project preparation rather than for individual country projects. In addition, the ADB strategy
seds to caofinance larger, more transformative projects jointly with other development partners
in SIDS, rather than to work on coordinated parallel projects, in recognition of the transaction
costs for lowcapacity government partners.

1  TheWorld Bankd s maptordengagement in small states recognizes the need for some
adjustments to operational policies in SIDS. The World Bank is developing a programmatic
approach to both lending and project preparation that could be attractive to SIDS. The
multiphaseapppach t o | ending could support | onger
longer or large undertaking through a series of smaller operations (or phases) with intermediate
shortertermtarget® pr ovi ding predictabil it grwithithet er ms
agility and adaptability Y hheprogammaticyapproace by
project preparation will allow countries to use a single approach to identify and prioritize a
pipeline, prepare multiple projects (e.g. feasib#itydies) and strengthen capacity in core areas
like financial management, procurement and safeguards.

The Bankds strategy al so f ocapeciicappmaches.snitheg b o
Cari bbean, the World Bankdos hmosfithecent ss mea
greater regional integration but i mpl ementat
plans to Asupport country programme¥ under r

1 The most recerNDP strategy focusesmotailoring regional offers to countigvel
circumstances, using both regional and couspgcific projects.

KEY LESSONS LEARNED

Evaluations have found that regional approaches have generally worked well in SIDS

especially when they address common issueflect national priorities and particularities, and are
operated under a regional framework (rather than a regional project per se). Still, some regions and
organizations have noted struggles (World Bank in the Pacific, UNDP in the Caribbean). halregio
SIDS projects, Souilsouth learning was especially appreciated by country clients.

Evaluations and subsequent agency strategies h
packagingod approaches to programming stamdat can
SIDS for smaller financing volumes.

f I'n the GEF, programmatic approaches have had
tor eef 6 approach is gaining traction and S| DS
an opportunity to have accesgésources beyond their STAR allocations. The GEF
I ndependent Evaluation Offi ce6s -LedteHdOntified ount r
t hat fitarmIGEFeggagement or programmatic approach could provide an avenue for
capacitybuildingandredce t he admini strative burden of s

Regional GEF projects have been rated significantly higher on outcomes and sustainability than
the overall GEF portfolio average. The SIDS in the Caribbean, Pacific and Indian Ocean also
favour regional projects with Souftfsouth sharing of knowledge and expertise, which yields
important benefits for the smallest and poorest counfrles GEF SGP is frequently used in

SIDS, often in collaborations between communities and national NGOs, although the most

142\World Bank, 2016a.
143\World Bank, 2014.
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recent evaluation of the SGP (2015) did not explicitly evaluate the particular challenges or
advantages of the SGP in the SIDS context.

The regional support provided by ADB has wor
initiatives that address common problems or that share information across countries, and where

these programmes are jointly fYunded with oth
Overalll, a 2016 | EG evaluation noted that t h
packagingo or fAumbrellado concepts that coul d

volumes of financing to small stat¥s.

In terms of regional delivgr in the OECS states, the World Bank Group delivered nearly half

of its volume of financing via a multountry structure, which was found to be largely
appropriate 1 f not pushing the | imits of 1its
natioral sovereignty and the cost of supraional institutions to the asymmetry in IDA

eligibility across the countries as well as inevitable coustye ci f i ¢ needs and c
Partly because of the difficulties encountered in certain regional projeetder use of
countryspeci fic projects under Aregional fr amewc
recommended. For infrastructure projects that will impose ongoing costs, better country

ownership in national projects was important. In theflfaan IEG evaluation found that

while there should be great scope in the Pacific SIDS for capturing economies of scale through
regional or multicountry approaches, this has proven difficult to achieve.

In the Caribbean, an evaluation of the UNDP regibn pr ogr amme f ound t hat
multi-country initiatives do not systematically address sustainability factors in their design and

i mpl e me H%Additianaly) the Caribbean region was not always well included in $outh

South initiatives; Caribbesapartners stated that their potential as a knowledge provider was
underrecognized.

E. PROJECT CYCLE PROCESSES

BENCHMARKING

Like the GCF, the climate funds have generally not made distinct rules for SIDS with respect

to their project cycles, despite recognitin that it is more difficult to develop and implement
projects in these contexts?’ The Adaptation Fund does allow some flexibility in project oversight
methods in SIDS. Some of the MDBs (World Bank Group, ADB) also allow for greater use of
project preparon facilities in SIDS and have guidelines to provide flexibility during business
processes in fragile and lesapacity contexts, including in SIDS.

T

No specific rules or adjustments have been made @ Ekeproject cycle processes for SIDS.
The mediurrsized project modality offers an expedited mechanism for review and approval of
smaller projects.

No adjustments have been made toGlfe project cycle processes specifically for SIDS.

Few adjustments have been made toAtiaptation Fundd BAPsfor SIDS. A singlestep
approval process is available for srsfted projects/programmes (up to USD 1 million) and
forregulars i zed projects/ programmes that are full

144 ADB IED, 2015.

145\World Bank IEG, 2016b.

146 UNDP EO, 2013.

147 UNDP Evaluation Office (EO), 2013.
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on streamlined accreditation (see also bel@gpgnizes the high expense and difficulty of
travel in SIDS for project oversight during implementation and provides for loostr
alternatives to travel (such as extensive use of efil).

1 IntheWorld Bank andADB, guidelines have been developed tmmtze the need for
flexibility during design, approval and implementation of operations in fragile situations, which
include all small states for the World Baffkand eight Pacific SIDS for ADB. Both MDBs are
planning for greater use of their project @etion facilities in SID8°and have recently
developed flexible guidelines for procurement to reflect fragile contexts and borrower capacity
that are applicable to SID'S: 152

KEY LESSONS LEARNED

The evaluative evidence on the effectiveness of projet grocesses specifically in SIDS is
somewhat limited, except to point aeturring challenges in procurement, use of national
systemsand flexibility in processes Project preparation funds were seen as criticahcross
evaluations of multiple internatial organizations.

1  An ADB Operations Evaluation Departmeantaluation found that flexibility is important for
efficiency in Pacific operations, fdbut what
and implementation is not fully understood aneréhare no guidelines for staff to follow. Apart
from the need for flexibility in procurement, consultations with ADB staff suggested that
flexible approaches were not being fully used, for example, in disbursement, project appraisal
requirements, and pmwjct pr d2essing. o

T The World Bankbdés efforts to simplify procure
according to IEG. The use of national systems is still a substantial challenge, however. An
evaluation found t hat d@nd®amaea)itigalmostimpossiblate s ma |
have procurement as a career stream, and the tiny public procurement agencies have great
difficult¥ staffing upo.

1  The GEF IEO found that many SIDS struggle to prepare projects within the prescribed 12
monthtimeframeg have a more | imited understanding o
benefitsd in GEF project design, and consi de
complicated than similar sized projects financed by other bilateral funding ager=agant
for project preparation is very important for complex projects.

The GEF SIDS evaluation also found that assurinfjramce often results in delays, in part
because t he-finnsimgwane difécalt tookhow ¢ advance, becaosgoing projects
and activities that could eiinance would often have finished before the GEF project is
approved and th® activities startedo.

148 Adaptation Fund, 2015.

149\World Bank, 2016a.

150 For example, th&DB Pacific Department adopted a Project Improvement Action Plan in 2016 to overcome the
constraints in SIDS that prevent timely and effective preparatidimplementation of investment projects. A key
measure was improving project readiness with detailed designs prior to the approval of financing.

151 World Bank, 2019.

152The business processes of ADB for sovereign operations, as well as procuremeniegyialédin flexibilities during
the design, approval and implementation of operations in fragile and caffécted situations. See, for example: ADB,
2018a and ADB, 2018b.

153 ADB IED, 2015.

154World Bank IEG, 2016a.

155GEF IEO, 2018b.
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F. IMPLEMENTING ENTITIES, ACCREDITATION PROCESSES AND
REGIONAL PRESENCE

BENCHMARKING

As in the GCF, theother climate fundprojects have been concentrated in a small number of
international implementing agenciesincluding UNDP andhe World Bank. Regional and national
entities are also implementing through the Adaptation Fund. The Adaptation Fund offers a
streamlned accreditation process that is available to SIDS.

For the MDBs, not all SIDS are members and thus not all SIDS can access these implementing
entities. Some SIDS have become members more recently (like Nauru to the World Bank and Niue
to ADB), and some IBS are not members (like Niue and the Cook Islands to the World Bank and
the OECS countries to IDB).

The climate funds generally do not have a regional presenaghereasthe international
agenciesbd presence depends on adawikbleagsourmtas, count
among other factors.Presence tends to be clustered in certain SIDS, as summarized below. In the
Pacific, offices are most commonly found in Fiji, Samoa and Solomon Islands, and the World Bank
and ADB have been increasing their gmese over the past several years. In the Cariblbiean,

World Bank, EIB and IDB offices are in the larger SIDS, including Dominican Republic,ahaiti

Jamaica, as well as Barbados.

1  The UNDP is the agency most engaged in SIDS programming BERerepresenting about
half of the grant value and number of projects. The strong relationships UNDP has with
countriesdéd national ministries of environmen
portfolio. The other top agencies in terms of both ptojatue and number of projects in SIDS
are the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the World Bank, the Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO), and the IDB. Although the GEF underwent a partnership
expansion in recent years that used an accrieditatocess, SIDS disproportionately

experienced little or no increase in agency chéite.

1 IntheCIF, of the six MDBs, the ADB, IDB anthe World Bank have been active in SIDS.
The CIF does not have direct access; implementation is limited to the MDBs.

1 IntheAdaptation Fund, seven SIDS have national implementing entities (NIEs) that have
been accredited for direct accé¥sStemming from a review of an NIE applicant facing
difficulties because of small population, extremely long distances, and limifedralebudget,
the Adaptation Fund also decided to offer a streamlined accreditation process (decision
B.23/17) to enable smaller NIEs to access the resources of the Fund while taking into account
the limited capacities of these entiti&%.

Regional impleranting entities also serve the Caribbean, AIS, and Pacific SIDS, including the

CDB, CABEI, SPRER and West African Development Bank (BOAD). Multilateral
implementing entities are also active, including, most prominently, the UNDP.

1 IntheWorld Bank Group , membership affects access to finance. Among the-&ligikle
Pacific SIDS, Nauru only became a World Bank member in 2016, neither Cook Islands nor
Niue are World Bank Group members, and neither Nauru nor Tuvalu are IFC members.

156 GEF IEO, 2018b.
157 Antigua and Barbuda, Dominican Repubkederated States of Micronesiaivalu, Cook Islands, Jamaica, and Belize.
158 Adaptation Fund, 2014.
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Overall, the World Bank Grquhas a mature relationship with Samoa, Tonga, Kirdyadi
Tuvalu, a younger relationship in VanuatgNand RMI, and a limited relationship with
Palau and Naurtp?

Box A- 1. The regional presence of other climate funds

World Bank: The World Bank has been increasing the number of offices it has in the Pacific, with a
Pacific island unit in Australia, offices in Fiji and Solomon Islands, and World -B&ri& liaison offices in
Kiribati, Samoa, TongandVanuatu. In the Carliran, the World Bank has offices in the Dominican
Republic, HaitiandJamaica.

ADB: Through additional support from the Government of Australia, ADB approved the establishme
country offices in each of the 11 small Pacific SIDS in 2018. Since 2016, tiraom 25 new ADB staff
positions have been allocated to the Pacific Department in headquarters, in fieldaofficethe new
Pacific SIDS offices.

EIB: In the Pacific, EIB has an office in Australia; in the Caribbean, its offices are in Barbadog and t
Dominican Republic.

IDB: The IDB Country Department Caribbean (CCB) is divided gitacountry offices inthe Bahamas,
Barbados, Guyana, Jamaica, Suriname, and Trinidad and Tobago. The Country Department Centre
America (CID) covershe Dominican Repulit and Belize, among others, with country offices in both.

UNDP: The Pacific Office of UNDP is in FijiuUNDP also has offices in Samoa and Solomon Islands. i
the Caribbean, UNDP has offices in Barbados and Jamaica.

1 ForADB, all GCF Pacific SIDS armembers; however, Niue only became a member country
to ADB in 2019.

1 Member countries dDB that are also GCEligible SIDS arghe Bahamas, Barbados, Belize,
the Dominican Republic, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Suriname, and Trinidad and Tobago. Other
Caribbea SIDS can access IDB financing through an intermediary, namely the CDB, which
can onlend to norIDB countries (particularly OECS countri€’).

KEY LESSONS LEARNED

Increasing the number of implementing agencies available to SIDS has not necessarily resdlt

in more agencies working actively in those countried-or the Adaptation Fund, many SIDS have
struggled with accreditation requirements but have succeeded with sustained support. The challenge
of working with local regional institutions and identifyingmparative advantages suggests there

are opportunities for better partnerships.

Country presence also matterswith many agencies without country offices in the smallest SIDS.

1 Anindependent evaluation of the Adaptation Fund found it effective in suppaiitect access
to vulnerable countries such as LDCs, SIDS and countries with weak governance or
institutional capacity even though very small ministries, agencies and institutions in SIDS
have struggled to meet accreditation requirem@hidany NIEs,particularly in SIDS and
LDCs, require sustained support to navigate and fully benefit from the accreditation process

1 Inthe GEF, the benefits of expanding the GEF partnership to 18 agencies have so far not yet
been conferred to SIDS, since most agenwgiéh, the exceptions of UNDP, the World Bank

159\World Bank, 2017b.
160|DB, 2017.
BITANGO International, 2018; TANGO International in association with the OveB@asiopment Institute, 2015.
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andregional development banks, rarely haveauntry presence in SIDS. The SIDS
governments often work with more thematically specialized agencies such as FAO and UNEP
for highly technical project¥?

1  An evalwtion of the UNDP in the Pacific considered the role of the UNDP versus the Council
of Regional Organizations of the Pacifigencies, who operate at regional and country levels.
It suggested that options could range from the UNDP remaining as a TA proeittee UNDP
Amoving up the value <chai n -adgekioeledgerard a br oke
solutions, while CRORCouncil of Regional Organisations in the Pacifiglencies would
become development assistance providers of first resestwisthe countri esdo. The
evaluation also noted that donor funds®dé comp
essential factor that limits collaboration among implementing agencies (e.g. UNEP and
UNDP).

1 Inthe Pacific, the World Bank has not alway#aimrated effectively with the CROP agencies.
AThe World Bank was often seen as acting apa
them for i mPlementation. o

G. PRIVATE SECTOR

BENCHMARKING

Like the GCF, the climate funds generally either do not have corporaté&evel private sector

strategies or have not explicitly considered the special circumstances of SIDS in such

strategies.The GCF, however, has identified specific recommendations featprsector

engagement in SIDS, some of which feature in its Updated StrategicTR&MDBSs have regional

or country approaches for supporting the private sector in SIDS, consistent with their approach to
multi-year programming. These include both suppmrthe enabling environment for private

investment and direct support for private finance. In SIDS, SMEs also feature prominently in the
MDBs 6 strategies and are typically reached thr

1  TheGEF private sector strategy does not makec#gemention of SIDS or strategies for
engaging the private sector in SIDS. In G&Rhe implementation modalities for the GEF non
grant instrument pilot provided that projects/programmes with loans to public sector recipients
Aiwill use dimsfeseorhtieat edntcessi onal te¥ms wil
Such provisions are not mentioned in the-goant programme for GEF, however-®

1 TheCIF has encouraged private sector investments through its Dedicated Private Sector
Programmes and Rate Sector SeAside. While SIDS have participated in these private sector
windows, they were not given specific attention in the design of the programmes.

The Adaptation Fund does not have a specific strategy for engaging the private sector.

The ADB strategies for the private sector in the Pacific SIDS include (a) to expand efforts to
create a more enabling environment for the private sector; amfid ngage dha ectl y
private sector to support more investment, including by extending advisory services to selected
SMEs and for relatively large infrastructure investments, explore combining sovereign and

162GEF IEO, 2016b.
163\World Bank, 2016a.
164 GEF, 2014.
165GEF, 2018b.
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non-sovereign resources and financing instruments to reduce the higo st o f i nanci
(especially for large infrastructure investments), and pursue bankablel puilbite
partnerships.

1 IntheWorld Bank Group, attracting private finance for diversification is a key pillar of its
road map for engagement in snethtes®’ Strategies include enhancing efforts for debt
sustainability (such as through debt swaps); deepening private sector involvement through IFC
and blended finance (including through climate finance and SME facilities); mobilizing other
sources of pvate sector finance (such as through green bonds, blue bonds, diaspora bonds,
challenges funds and development impact bonds); focusing-oskitey; decreasing
vulnerability through diversification and intensification; and enhancing connectivity. In the
Pacific SIDS, the IFC will help implement an integrated advisory and investment programme
that finances private investment, mobilizes capital, and advises businesses and governments on
improving the enabling environment for private sector investmente§icadreas of focus
include new renewable offrid and small grid solutions, where the IFC would attempt to
replicate successful regional models used in the telecoms and banking sectors to expand into
renewable energf®l n t he Car i bb elayingthetfonnelatiéneforinsreased @ o n
private participation in the economy by creating a more effective investment climate and
promoting the competitiveness of industries with high potential, including tourism and
agribu®inesso.

1 BecausdDB has countryspecific strategies for each of the Caribbean SIDS, its approach to
engaging the private sector is individual to each of those strategies. The IDB is somewhat
unique in that its privatsector arm, the Intekmerican Investment Corporation (lIC, now
renamedDB Invest) was the only MDB with an explicit mandate to support SMEs. While IIC
continued to provide direct SME financif§most MDBs, like IFC, have moved to a model
that provides financial support to SMEs almost exclusively through financial intemieedia
given the challenges of reaching scale through a direct approach. A 2017 evaluation, however,
recommended that IIC discontinue providing direct loans to SMEs.

1 Under the Cotonou Agreement, tBE set up an Investment Facility to support SMEs and
broaden and deepen local financial markets in ACP states. The facility is meant to operate on
market terms and generate returns in the long run, but it allows EIB to accept a higher level of
risk than if it were using its own resources, because the fécity i nvest ment s ar e
full guarantee from European Union Member States. Through the facility, support to SMEs and
initiatives can be intermediated through credit lines extended to financial intermediaries or
through joint ventures for elendingto SMEs, equity investments in private equity funds, and,
to a limited extent, risk sharing instruments and microfinance.

1  TheUNDP strategies related to climate change in the Pacific and Caribbean identify the private
sector as a key partner, particularythe energy sector, and expect to leverage the private
sector as fAan investor % scale up devel opme

166 ADB, 2017b.

167World Bank, 2016a.

168\World Bank 201 7.

169\World Bank, 2014.

170 Meaning that the direct client is an SME rather than an intermediary (sudimasdal institution, fund or
corporation) through which SMEs would be reached.

1711DB OVE, 2017.

172United Nations, 2017.
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KEY LESSONS LEARNED

Evaluations by the World Bank and ADB in the Pacific highlighted the close linkages between

the public and private setors and the heightened need for a coordinated approach, especially

in the smallest SIDS. The ADB also questioned the suitability of a orsizefits-all approach to

non-sovereign lending requirements in the small Pacific SIDS context, given past challenges

securing such investmentsOther evaluations, such as that from GEF, focused more on the private

sector as a stakeholder engaged in project design and implementation. The EIB evaluation of

support for SMEs in &P states found that resources tended to congregate i&&hdran Africa

among this grouping.

1  The recent GEF IEO cluster evaluation of its SIDS portfolio found that private sector
stakeholders are often involved in the design of new projects, and hatjettgrconsulted
with the private sector during implementation. Although nearly a third of GEF projects had a
publici private partnership during implementation, only one project had any evidence of private
sector financi ng [ramg BrevidbustEQ eounryeveljaedaiustes t i me
country portfolio evaluations reviewed did not consistently address issues related to private
sector engagemeh®

1 Inthe Pacific SIDS, a key issue identifiedtbgWor | d Bank | EG i s that
meanstat t he Aboundaries between the public
support for private sector development invariably requires close coordination with the
government. The premium on a webdordinated approach by the World Bank and IFC is

therefore even higher than that in | arger colt

| FC programmes were fibroadly in syncod but

coordination neededo to pr omot dinapcialisactarthad s e ct
not been part of the World Bankés core strat
programme was seen as showing Athat the Worl

by providing guarantees to help commercial bamlercome some of the perceived risks of
l ending to s'al l enterpriseso.

1 Recognizing that the potential for economic growth in the smallest Pacific SIDS is limited by
Abinding constraints related to geogdgfraphic
r e s o yan@eBslED evaluation found mixed results, with some progress in creating an
enabling environment for private sector development in Samoa, Tonga and Solomon Islands,
and much less progress in the smallest SIDS. The evaluation emphasirepdharit linkages
between public sector management and private sector development in the Pacific context,
recommending that ADB expand its support for private sector development, through a mix of
sustained policypased operations, investment projesidbetter supportor public sector
capacity.

The ADB | ED evaluation also notes that the
development through nespvereign operations have been too limited to achieve improvements
in private sector growth and,tlv the exception of Samoa, have not covered FdCountries,

where the potential for and size of such ope

Operations Department (PSOD) maintains dialogue with several private sector institutions and
has condcted due diligence in some cases, this has not led tsowareign investments, with

APSOD citing significant challenges and cons

13 GEF IEO, 2019b.
174 World Bank IEG, 2016a.
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including high country risk and lowriskd j ust ed r et ur ns oedthdtthe eval t
ADBnonsovereign investment product is fAnot des

1 Subsequently, a Pacific Business Investment Facility providing business advisory services to
SMEs to enable them to attract commercial finance was approved butetobedue to
reallocation of trust fund resources. Some of the lessons learned from the facility were (a) the
importance of engaging local talent in identifying local businesses for support; (b) the
significant time and effort required to establish relaships and trust with local SMEs and
financial institutions in the Pacific region; and (c) the importance of a holistic approach that
addresses the capacity constraints of financial institutions and SME industry value chain
impediments.’®

1  The EIB Operatins Evaluation found that intermediated loans were largely concentrated in a
few ACP countries primarily in SuBaharan Africa, none of which were SIDS. Among SIDS,
EIB provided intermediated loans to the Pacific region (including 8 &d Samoa), an ae
that is not served by othaternational financial institutionsith the exception of Papua New
Guinea. The EIB also provided facilitgtermediated loans to Seychelles, and through its own
resources to Saint Kitts and Nevis, and Dominica. Jamaicaheamty SIDS identified where
otherinternational financial institutianhave signed intermediated loans and EIB didfiot.

H. PROVIDING COUNTRY SUPPORT

BENCHMARKING

Like the GCF RPSP, most of the funds organize centrally managed regional workshops and
dialoguesto share information and experience with beneficiary countries about their progtdmme.
The World Bankés model incl w&l®SmemberSmal | St ates

1 TheGEF Country Support Programme is available to all countries, including . Eé&hts
have been held regionally, such as extended constituency workshops in the Pacific and
Caribbean in 2019. In the secretariat, the GEF Global Programming Unit has a dedicated SIDS
team.

1  Similarly, theAdaptation Fundé s r eadi ne s s casptimaslyion suppsrtingtiven i ¢ h
accreditation of NIEs, are open to all eligible countries, including SIDS. Readiness events, such
as seminars and workshops, have been held on a regional basis, including in Caribbean SIDS.

1  TheCIF has also held regional ews with strategic programming, capasiyilding and
learning objectives, including in SIDS. The CIF operational model relies heavily on its MDBs,
including identifying a fileado MDB for each
engagement, suppt and coordination. In the Caribbean, the World Bank has generally led in
the OECS countries that are not IDB members, while IDB has led for its members plus the
regional track. In the Pacific, ADB leads in Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands,arehga
the regional track, whiléhe World Bank leads in Samoa and Vanuatu.

1 TheWorld Bank Group similarly facilitates knowledge exchanges for small states, including
through its annual Small States Forum, which convenes during the Annual Meetings, is chaired
by aSIDS member, and has frequently focused on resilience and vulnerability.

175 ADB, 2019c.
176 EIB Operations Evaluation, 2017.
17GCFIEU, 2018.
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KEY LESSONS LEARNED

The evaluative literature in SIDS shows that the challenges of capacity development, including
small human resource bases androgtation have long been recogeidi but they have not yet
been well resolvedStarting projects by conducting capacity assessment& developing realistic
human resource strategies that consider other options besides building local capacity, and
ensuring tailored approachesare some of the elements of effective capaoitijding that have
been identified through lorstanding partnersps in these countries with UNDP, AC#hdthe

World Bank Group.

1  Evaluations by ADB antheWorld Bank in the Caribbean and Pacific SIDS have pointed to
persistent challenges associated with the lack of implementation and oversight capacity in
government agacies To better deliver project outputs in the short term, these agencies
typically create project coordination or implementation units and usetéosngadvisrs to
supplement government systems. For example, Kiribati is currently receiving excegieis |
of infrastructure investment that it does not have the capacity to manage; instead, a central
executing agency is financed and supported by development paftiwgten these units are
not well integrated into regular government or regional strusflm@wever, issues are raised
concerning the sustainability of the capacity. In the Pacific, an IEG evaluation found that
project management unit staff salaries are often well above regular ministry levels, meaning
that the career path may not lead bat¢k government but to migration instead. For the UNDP
in the Pacific, deeper capacity sustainability issues are frequently not addressed, such as
whether governments will take over the remuneration of experts in instances when the long
term attachment of édnical experts is required. These challenges have long been recognized,
but solutions are lacking in the evaluative literature.

i1 Issues for or challenges to capacitpuilding in SIDS include the following:

- Small government departments and frequent turniovecal staff (as well as the
outmigration of trained staff), making it difficult to entrench the benefits of capacity
building*®®

- Participating in training and regional meetings (particularly related to GEF commitments)
consuming enormous amounts of tithat is not spent on normal wé?k

- Overreliance on training as a form of capadiyilding in SIDS, without evaluating the
effectiveness of that approach, as well as training focused on the needs of the project
rather than on the priorities andeds of the implementing institutiéh

- Efforts that are scattered, sporadi@verly ambitious®®

1  Elements identified for promoting effective capacitybuilding interventions in SIDS
include the following:

- Sufficient prioritization of issues by nationalr@gional policynakers
- Dynamic, influential leadership by the national or regional executing atféncy
- Avoiding standaloneprojects that require separate personnel and resources to manage

178 The newADB Pacific Apgoach, for example, seeks to start all projects with capacity assessments.
179 ADB IED, 2015.

180 ADB IED, 2015; UNDP EO, 2012.

BIUNDP EO, 2012.

182UNDP EO, 2012.

183World Bank IEG, 2016b.

184\World Bank IEG, 2016b.
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- Taking into account national differences (i.e. avoiding asinefits-all approach),
especially recognizing countryd size and its human resource base, cultural norms and
practices, and speci al rel ati oneshandpw wi t h
competition for human re®ources on an inte

- Capacity assessments and human resource strategies that identify specific training and
professional development needs, as well as gaps that can best be filled by some kind of
outsourcn g , recognizing that in some SIDS, Atr
necessaril® the answero

1  Evaluations of ADB and UNDP activities in SIDS noteditifeequency of capacity
assessments as a shortcomimg small states, where weaknesses in institutional capacity are
an inherent challenge. In the words of an ev
of the importance of this aspect of programming, there is no overall analysis or strategy
outlining the approaches to capacity development in the context of the Pacific. Very few
projects also had any capaci¥®y assessment as

|. ADDITIONAL LESSONS LEARNED ABOUT FACTORS AFFECTING
RESULTS AND SUSTAINABILITY IN SIDS

Overall, the evaluative evidence suggests that climate change and development projects in

SIDS have been less impactful than hopefrror! Reference source not fourichble A- 4 below
synthesizes the factors that have been found to help and hinder results and sustainability in SIDS,
across the international agencies.

1 Inthe GEF the performance d SIDS projects was lower than the overall GEF portfolio on
the dimensions of outcome performance, and implementation and execution qualitfhe
evidence on sustainability is mixed. On the one hand, colewtey GEF evaluations confirm
that longterm sustinability of achievements in SIDS remains a challenge, mainly due to
financial and human capacity constraints. On the other hand, at the portfolio level, the Sixth
Overall Performance Study of the GEF (OPS6) found that sustainability of outcomes irsSIDS i
comparable to the average for the entire GEF portfolio.

T I'n the OECS countries, a WoBardkdup@rathréughltte G e v al
series of climate change adaptation projects had limited impacT.otal financing for the
projects was small and spread over many countries, enabling onlyss@lallactions in each
country. In addition, the projects were not tied into country strategies or coordinated with
existing DRM[disaster risk managememtjogrammes, which contributed to weak government
ownership. While many project outputs were broadly successful, the overall impact on building
resilience in the Caribbean was modest . o

T I'n the Pacific, fr aegasedDRM a@nd thoatelcltangBptatitn A pr o e
initiatives have not reduced underlying vuln
weak coordination between and within donor and country institutions, the need for improved
access to climate and disaster data, and the need fiostreaiming disaster risk reduction and
climate change adaptation in development planning.

185 UNDP EO, 2012.
186 \World Bank IEG, 2016a.
187 UNDP EO, 2012.
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Table A- 4.

CONTRIBUTING FACTORS

Strong national owership; commitments backed by
national strategies and budgetary allocatiti¥s

Policy, legal and institutional framework for the
environment and climate change

Close engagement with CSOs in managing resout
and processes; a patrticipatory approach, centred ¢
local communities:f

Partnerships, including by facilitating more conceri
channelling of resourcéd

Keeping project designs simple to allow for limited
institutional capacity

Flexibility in project designs to accommodate costs
that significantly exceed initial estimatés

Adaptive project management; strength of project
teams and steering committees; improved field
presence and supervisidh

General institutional capacity, especially in the puk
sector, and institutional capacibyilding

Sustained engagement on a small number of well
chosen strategic objectives; proper sequencing of
activities?

Replication and scaling up based on lessons led&rn

Sustainable national financing mechanisms (e.g.
environmental funds) to efinance project$

Final report Annex 3

Factors that help and hinder results and sustainability in SIDS

HINDERING FACTORS

Unfavourable political conditions and events;
low level of public environmental awareness;
and pressure to exploit sensitive aréas

Inadequate engagement of stakeholders; wei
NGO sectoP9

Poor quality of project desiginadequate time
spent on project preparation, detailed design
procurement, capacity development and
analytical work® ®

Inadequate costing and budgetofgprojects,
given constraints pe
and smallness; difficult and costly
communication and transpdérth

Shortcomings/weaknesses in implementatior
and implementation arrangements, including
inadequate monitoring and supervisfort

Low institutional capaity and staff
turnover/migratiorf->"9

Absence of consistent documentation and
knowledgecapture adversely affects
opportunities for replicatiof

Lack of fexit strahve

Souce: 2ADB IED, 2015 GEF IEO, 2016k IDB OVE, 20144 World Bank IEG, 20161 World Bank
IEG, 2016a‘ UNDP EO, 20129 UNDP EO, 2016" TANGO International, 2015.

©IEU | 147



INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GREEN CLIMATE
FUND'S INVESTMENTS IN SMALLISLAND DEVELOPING STATES
Final report Annex 4

Annex 4. COUNTRY CASE STUDIES

For the sake of brevityAnnex4 is published separatelyt is available on the SIDS page of the IEU
microsite https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/sids2020
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Annex 5. ADDITIONAL DATA FOR CHAPTERS

This annex presents additional data and matddaspport the findings the main reporfThe IEU
may edit this annex for brevity and clarity in subsequeptints

A. CHAPTERI

Further information on the evaluation methods used to develop this report and the geographic
representation of SIDS is provided below.

Table A-5. Summary of evaluation methods

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Document anc The evaluation team conducted an extensive review of GCF documents, including

literature GCF policies and operational frameworks; Board decisions and meeting reports; st

review plans; GCF reports to the UNFCGDPand UNFCCC guidance to the GCF; Readine
and Preparatory Support Programme (RPSP) documents (including proposals and
programmes); accreditation documents; and project cycle documents (including col
notes, funding proposals, Secretariat amt#pendent Technical Advisory Panel (iTAP)
reviews,FAAs, and annual performance reports (APRS)).

For the country studies, additional documentation was also reviewed, including nati
determined contributions (NDCs) and national adaptation plans (NA®g)ell as
climate change policies and strategies, relevant documents for climate projects fun
other multilateral and bilateral agencies, and academic and grey literature on clima
solutions and challenges in the country.

The evaluation team alsdeantified and reviewed key pesviewed and grey literature
on climate change interventions in SIDS. Tliterature review provided a research
grounding to the overall evaluationand was framed by this guiding questitvhat are
the critical constraint&nd opportunities for better climate finance in SIDS thatGCF
should consider, in making its support for adaptation and mitigation more relevant ¢
effective?

To identify the peereviewed literature, we searched the Web of Science CAB Abstr
collection for literature on climate change and SIDS between 2012 and 2020, using
relevant climate change related keywords as well as the \iiGetthbean, fiPacific,

and permutations glsmall island state/nation/counéryand the list of GCfeligible

SIDS. This literature search identified 1,259 studi&s he titles of these studies were
reviewed to determine their relevance. Among those deemed relevant, a priority se
was made of 26 studies based on these criteria and the input of a prominentist¢hele
field, ensuringhe following

1  Focus orall SIDS oraregionwithin SIDS (e.g.,Pacific, Caribbean), rather than
being country specific

I  Focus on mitigation or adaptation barriers and solutions, rather than being
intervention/sector specific

1  Coverageof the SIDS perspective, including indigenous approaches and views

1 Inclusion of SIDS authors

All documents consulted are provided in the references.

GCF portfolio Portfolic-wide data are a key pillar of IEU evaluations. This evaluation reliedhtan
data analysis collected,analysedand quality assured bythe IEU Datal.ab*®to inform qualitative
and quantitative assessments. The IEU DatalLab relied on primary data sourcesethe

188 As Kuruppu and Willie (2015) also note, there is a lack of climate change studies on African and Caribbean LDC SIDS,
as we lpaucitp af acéidamic as well as grey literature being produced by authorsfrof8ID083 . The eval uat.
teamidentified a greater number of relevant studies for the Pacific and Caribbean SIDS regions than for the AIS.

189 The IEU DatalLab consists of a team of IEU personnel dedicated to collecting and processing quantitative and

qualitative information about tHeCF.
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METHOD DESCRIPTION

Semi
structured
interviews

Survey

Innovation
self
assessment

Benchmarking
and meta
analysis

Courtry case
studies
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extracted manually by Datal ab staff, including from focal points, CSO comments, /
Entity Work Programmes armbuntry programme as well as the data management
systems of the Secretariat, includ@¢F Readiness Managem&ystem Fluxx), the
integrated Portfolio Management System (iPMS), country and entity portals, and fir
and procurement records, which were reviewed and cleaned by the DatalLab prior t
analysis.

This evaluation considered data that were available up to and includindy31020.
This cutoff date was after the publication deadline for the twsitth meeting of the
Board (B.26). Therefore, documents submitted for the consideration of the Board a
were extracted and anagd on the presumption of successful appraf&atordingly, data
considered for this evaluation include AEs and funding proposals pending approval
B.26.

Additional statistical analysis is also availabledimex 2

Over the course of the evaluatiamterviews were conducted with more thanl60
people including SIDS NDAs/focal points and other government ministdepartments
and agencies; accredited and nominated entities; exga@ntities; RPSP delivery
partners and consultants; multilateral and bilateral agencies at the country and regi
levels; CSOs; PSOs; external experts; UNFCCC Secretariat staff; staff in the GCF
Secretariat and Independent Units; and GCF Board menmfbéud list of stakeholders
consulted is provided iAnnex 1

Interviews were guided by sersiructured protocolandtailored by stakeholder group
and an overaljjualitative data management protocol. Interviews were held via video
conferencing platformse(g.,Zoom, Microsoft Teams) where feasible, or via audio
conference when not possible. Qualitative analysis of interview data by topic, stake
group and coumy were facilitated by coding interview transcripts using the software
platform Dedoose. The evaluation team also employed the qualitative research tecl
of memoing to draw out key messages and flesh out patterns that were beginning t
emerge in the ata.

The evaluation team administered one survey via an online platform (LimeSurvey) |
target key GCF SIDS stakeholder community members (NOdcal points, AEs, CSOs
PSOsandRPSP delivery partners). The primary objective of the survey wsaditit
systematic feedback on the performance of the GCF in SIDS, as well as the potent
challenges SIDS face in accessing the GCF. The survey was sent to all 78 key info
who had been interviewed by the evaluation team as of 29 June 2020, aetand
round, the survey was additionally sent to 86 SIDS stakeholders who were not
interviewed. The team receivé® complete and 24 incomplete responsessulting in a
42 per cent response rate for complete surveys. Survey results are provideexr3

An innovation tool was developed and setidministered to AEsimplementing GCF
funded projects in SIDS. Fourteen of 29 SIDS projects returned completed tools, fo
response rate of 48 per cent.

A benchmarking and metaanalysis exercise was conducted learn from the
approaches of ber organizations working in SIDS. The focus was to identify lesson:
learned and successful strategies that other agencies have employed in climate an
development activities in SIDS. Relevant agencies for potential benchmarking were
identified by includiig global climate finance organizations, as well as multilateral,
bilateralandregional agencies that are dedicated to SIDS, operate specific SIDS wil
or programmes, or provide high volumes of finance to SIDS. A-aredidysis of relevant
evaluations ofhese institutions was conducted to identify and synthesize key learnir
for the GCF. For international agencies, documentation was the primary data sourc
bilateral and regional agencies, interviews were the main evidence source. A sumn
this analysis is presented €hager Il and the full analysis iAnnex 4

The evaluation team undertosix remote country case studieéBarbados, Belize,
Kiribati, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, Saint LuaiadSeychelles). The countrie:
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METHOD DESCRIPTION

(primary data were purposively selected according to criteria and considerations that are deseribe

collection and depth in the Inception Report for this evaluation. These criteria included, among ott

synthesis) geographic coverage across the three regiont$,Snclusion of countries with an
approved project and inclusion of at least one country with a national DAE.

In addition to these country case studies, the evaluation team reviewed and synthe
the eight SIDS case studies (Antigua & Barbuda, Figrada, Haiti, Mauritius, Samoa
Solomon Islands and Vanuatu) from the recé?RFRPSP, ©OA andESSevaluations
made bythelEU. Thus, in total, this evaluation wagormed by previous case studies
from 14 SIDS as shown in the figure below.

The country ase studies are providedAmnex 4

IEU Evaluations
B COA
W ESS
W FFPE
B EPSF
W 5105
GCF-¢ iy bl

Figure A-15. Geographical representation of SIDS country case studies for IEU SIDS, FPR,
ESS, COAand RPSP evaluations

Source: Database of global administrative areas (2020), as of 31 July 2020seattahthe IEU DatalLab
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B. CHAPTERII

Further information on the background, contaxtllessons learned regarding SIDS and the work of
the GCF i SIDS is provided below.

AlIS (9) Caribbean (26) Pacific (15) Non-SIDS (114)

33% 36% 33%
49%
51%
64% 67%

[ Percentage of non-service sector in the GDP (median)
Percentage of service sector in the GDP (median)

67%

Figure A-16. Percentage of service sector in the GDP by SIDS region

Source: For sector datas a percentage &DP. World Bank (2019), as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU
Datalab.

Note: Service sector includes value added in wholesale and retail trade (including hotels and restaurants),
transport, and government, financial, professi@malpersonal services such as education, health
careandreal estate servic€g/orld Bank, 2019)Out o 15 GCFeligible Pacific region SIDS, 6 have
missing values. Out of 114 G@dfigible nonSIDS, 7 have missing valudsumbers in prenthees
refer to the number of countries included in the analysis
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Figure A-17. Debt status of GCFeligible SIDS

Source: For general government gross debt (percentage of GDP): World Bank debt data (2018). For Central
government debt, total (percentage of GDRIFIdebt data (2019), as of 31 July 2028alysedby

the IEU DatalLab
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Figure A-18. Population in GCFeligible SIDS
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Source: World Bank (2018), as of 31 July 2020, arselyby the IEU DatalLab
Note: This graph does not include Cook Islands and Niue due tackef data accessibility
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Figure A-19. Distance (km) between islands within the same SIDS nation
Source: Database of global administrative areas (2020), as of 31 July 202Cseattahthe IEU DatalLab
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Figure A-20. Number of SIDS with GCF projects (out of a total of 30) that can be reached by
land from another country

Source: Database of global administrative areas (2020), as of 31 July 2020seattahthe IEU DatalLab
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Figure A-21. Count of islands in GCFeligible SIDS

Source: Database of global administrative areas (2020), as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: This analysis consists of 38 G&figible SIDS.Bahrain and Nauru are not included in this analysis
due to lack of data accessibility
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C. CHAPTERIII

Further information on the relevance of GCF guidance, frameveordgolicies for SIDS is
provided below.

Table A-6.  Concept and approaches to loss and damage over time

UNFCCCPROCESSES | APPROACH TO LOSS AND DAMAGE

COP 13 (2007) The COP officially recognized loss and damage in the Bali Action Plan, whe
concept was introduced as part of enhanced action on adaptation. The plan
included disaster reduction, risk management and risk reduction strategies,
including risk sharing and transfer mechanisms such as insurance.

COP 14 (2008) The Alliance of Small Islnd Developing States (AOSIS) proposed that the
UNFCCC institute a centralized mechanism that would include three mutual
reinforcing components to address loss and danthpeisurance(2)
rehabilitation and compensation; af¥) risk management.

COP16 (2010) The Cancun Agreement included a work programme that considered approz
to address loss and damage (such as impacts of extreme weather aoadsgbw
events) and strengthened international cooperation and expertise to underst
and reduce lossnd damage.

COP 19 (2013) The UNFCCC established the Warsaw International Mechanism (WIM) and
Executive Committee. The WIM serves as the main vehicle to address loss
damage associated with climate change in developing countries and consis!
three component41) enhancing knowledge/understanding of risk manageme
(2) strengthening dialoguemongrelevant stakeholders; ai8) enhancing action
and support, such as finance.

COP 21 (2015) The Paris Agreement includes an article focusing ondndsdamage, a treatme
for which SIDS and LDCs had advocated. Article 8, paragraph 4, lists the
following areas of cooperation and facilitation to enhance understanding, ac
and support:

Early warning systems

Emergency preparedness

Slow-onset events

Events that may involve irreversible and permanent loss and damage
Comprehensive risk assessment and management

Risk insurance facilities, climate risk pooling, and other insurance solut
Noneconomic losses

8. Resilience of communitietiyelihoodsandecosystems

No o hswDdPR

Source: Key informant interviews with GCF Secretariat, GCF Board members, and SIDS country
stakeholders; and AOSIS, 2019; document GCF/B.25/16; document GCF/B.25/09; document
GCF/B.26/Inf.09; document GCF/B.21/Inf.03/Add.01; G@B11; GCF, n.d.; Hansen, G. et al.,

2015; IOM UN Migration, 2014; Roberts, E. et al., 2016; Thomas, A. et al., 2017; Thomas, A. et al.,
2019; Thomas A. et al., 2020; document FCCC/CP/2019/13/Add.2.
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Table A-7.  Frameworks ard policies identified by SIDS stakeholders as most relevant and/or
potentially constraining for the special needs and circumstances of SIDS

FRAMEWORKS AND POLICIES CONCERNSCONSIDERATIONS RAISED BY INTERVIEWEES

Small Need for  Constraints in High
size of flexibility =~ access to human ar transaction/
SIDS financial operational
resources/capacity costs
Initial Guiding Framework for the Yes Yes Yes
Fundoés Accreditat
annex |)
Investment Framework (B.09/05; Yes Yes Yes
B.22/15)
Incremental cost and full cost** Yes Yes
Concessionality** Yes Yes
Cofinancing** Yes Yes Yes
Programmatic approach** Yes Yes
Simplified Approval Process (B.18/06 Yes Yes Yes
Cancellation and Restructuring Policy Yes Yes
(B.22/14)

Additional key policies assessed in prior IEU evaluations

Results Management Framework anc Yes Yes
Performance Measurement

Frameworks (B.08/07; B.07/04;

B/05/03)

Environmental and Social Policy Yes Yes
(B.19/10); GCF Indigenous Peoples
Policy (B.19/11)

Accreditation framework Yes

Source: IEU analysis, based on policies, concerns and considerations raised in stakeholder interviews and
country studies; IEU, 2019b; IEU, 2020a.
Note: ** Not yet Boardapproved
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Table A- 8.  Full list of policies and strategic frameworks reviewed by the evaluation team

POLICIES AND STRATEGIC FRAMEWORKS DECISION(S)

Initial Guiding Framework for t h B.07/02 Annexl

Policy on Feesor Accreditation B.08/04

Policy on Fees for AEs and DPs B.11/10, Annex I
Results Management Framework and Performance Measurement B.08/07; B.07/04; B/05/0¢
Frameworks

Investment Framework B.09/05; B.22/15
Gender Policy B.09/11; B.24/15
Monitoring ard Accountability Framework for AEs B.11/10, Annex |
Operational framework for complementarity and coherence B.17/04

Risk Management Framework; Revised Risk Register and Risk Appetite B.17/11 and B.19/04;
Statement; Compliance Risk Policy B.17/11;B.23/14
Guidelines for enhanced country ownership and country drivenness B.17/21

Simplified Approval Process B.18/06
Environmental and Social Policy B.19/10

GCF Indigenous Peoples Policy B.19/11

Cancellation and Restructuring Policy B.22/14

Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the Financing of Terrorism Polic B.23/15

Mixed (4)

NonSIDS (114)

0% 10%  20% 30%  40% 50%  60% 70%  80%
% of funding proposals

Figure A - 24. Economic feasibility of projects

Source: Funding proposals, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: Numbesin parenthesedenotethe number ofunding proposals.
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Figure A - 25. Average cost to abate orten of COeq (USD)

Source: Funding proposals, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: Numbesin parenthesedenote the number of funding proposals.
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Figure A-26. Number of natural disasters by type in G&#ligible SIDS

Source: The International Natural Disasters Database, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by DretdE&b.
Note: This analysis consists of 38 G&Hgible SIDS.Bahrain and Nauru are not included in this analysis
due to lack of data accessibility.
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D. CHAPTERIV
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Figure A - 27. Number of national entities nominated for accridtion by GCFeligible SIDS
Source: Accreditation application data, as of 31 July 2020, aeallpy the IEU DatalLab
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Figure A-28. Map of SIDSwith access to DAEs

Source: For accreditation data: accreditatigpplication data. For cougtboundaries: the Database of Global
Administrative Areas, as of 12 March 2020, asetiby the IEU DatalLab
Note  Only SIDS with no direct access entity are labelldtere may be rounding errors.
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Table A-9.  Percentage of programmes by entity modality

PROJECT ENTITY NUMBER OF NUMBER OF ToTAL
CATEGORY MODALITY PROGRAMMES PROJECTS

SIDS (25) International 2 (10%0) 18 (90%) 20 (100%0)
National 0 (0%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%)
Regional 0 (0%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%)

Mixed (4) International 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 2 (100%)
Regional 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 2 (100%)

Non-SIDS (114) International 18 (20%) 73 (80%) 91 (100%)
National 4 (25%) 12 (75%) 16 (100%0)
Regional 6 (86%0) 1 (14%) 7 (100%)

Source Tableau Servedata, as of 31 July 2020, ansdd by the IEU Datalab
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Figure A-29. Average approved, pipeline and withdrawn/lapsed projects for DAESs

Source: Tableau Server iPMS data, as of 31 July 2020, sedlyy the IEU DatalLab
Note  Numbesin parenthesedenote the number direct access entities
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Figure A - 30. Accredited financial instruments for DAEs covering SIDS
Source: Accreditation application data, as of 31 July 2020, aealpy thelEU Datalab
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Figure A - 31. Percentage of DAEs accredited for grants and ngrant financial instruments

Source: Accreditation application data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.
Note: Numbesin parenthesedenotethe numberof direct access entities
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Table A- 10. Breakdown of RPSP grants delivered and approved/pipeline projects for regional

DAEs in SIDS
GRANTS PROJECTS
BOAD 0 2
CABEI 1 2
CAF 6 0
CCccc 13 8
CDB 3 8
MCT 0 1
0SS 4 1
SPC 3 6
SPREP 5 6

Source: For RPSP data: Fluxx RPSP data. For project data: iPMS project data, as of 31 July 2028 analy
by the IEU DatalLab
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Figure A- 32 Approved GCF resources per capita and by region

Source: World Bank population data (2018) and GCF Tableau Server data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by
the IEU DatalLab.
Note: Analysis does not includiae Cook Islands.
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Table A- 11. Co-financing ratio in SIDS between the climate funds

CO-FINANCING RATIO IN SIDSBETWEEN THE CLIMATE FUNDS

Fundapproved amount (USD million§ Co-financing (USD million)] Co-financing ratio

AF 151.7 0.0 0.0
CIF 419.8 1053 2.5
GCF 758.1 1221.4 1.6
GEF 1213.9 5588.9 4.6

Source: For Adaptation Fund data: AF website (2020); for Climate Investment Funds data: CIF website
(2020); forGCFdata: GCF Tableau Server (2020); for Global Environmental Facility data (2020):
GEF website, as of 31 July 2020, asalyby the IEU DatalLab
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Figure A- 33. Types of cefinancers by percentage of committed funding volume

Source: Tableau Server data, as of 31 July 2020, aedlyy the IEU Datalab
Note  Numbesin parentheses dendtee number ofcountries Adding thesamecolouredbars horizontally
across the panébtals 100 per cenThere may be rounding errors
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GCF investment financial instruments
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Figure A - 34. GCF investmentand cafinancing by financial instrument, for SIDS and non
SIDS

Source: Tableau $8rver data, as of 31 July 2020, analysed by the IEU DatalLab.

Note: Non-grant instruments include guarantees, reimbursable grants, 1iessitd payments, senior loans,

subordinated loans, equigndundefined financial instruments. Grants include grandsiadkind
financing. There may be rounding errors
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Figure A - 35. Distribution of disbursed resources for SIDS and ne8iDS

Source: Tableau Server data, as of 31 July 2020, aedlyy the IEU DatalLab
Note  Numbesin parenthesedenote the number of projecthere may be rounding errors
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